LIBERTY UNIVERSITY

APOLOGETIC PROPERTIES OF ARCHAEOLOGY

A DISSERTATION SUBMITTED IN PARTIAL FULFILLMENT
OF THE REQUIREMENTS FOR THE PHD IN
THEOLOGY AND APOLOGETICS

LIBERTY UNIVERSITY
RAWLINGS SCHOOL OF DIVINITY

BY
SCOTT C REYNOLDS

TUSCALOOSA, AL

i

Copyright © 2022 by Scott C. Reynolds
All Rights Reserved
ii

DISSERTATION APPROVAL SHEET
August 5, 2022

CHET RODEN Ph.D.
CHAIR

DONALD HOLDRIDGE Ph.D.
FIRST READER

ROBERT WAYNE STACY Ph.D.
SECOND READER

iii

ABSTRACT
APOLOGETIC PROPERTIES OF ARCHAEOLOGY
Scott C. Reynolds
Liberty University School of Divinity
Chair: Dr. Chet Roden

Scholars are divided over the idea of archaeology providing more information than
anthropomorphic data about people groups. In the Levant, biblical archaeology used the Bible to
connect artifacts with biblical accounts; however, scholars began to believe that interpretation
was being forced to fit the biblical accounts. Apologists began to embrace more technical results
and archaeology and different schools of apologetics began to see a place for archaeology in the
study of apologetics. The most accepting form of apologetics is the Cumulative Case Apologetic,
as it blends into its apologetic argument anything needed to further the argument. However, the
ability of archaeology to be used for anything other than anthropology hinged on the
archaeologist’s conclusion on an open or closed universe. The camps came to be known as
“maximalist” and “minimalist” camps focused on the factuality or mythology of Genesis,
specifically the creation and flood accounts. In conclusion, archaeology is one of the few fields
of study that can reach back and provide a serious investigation of the ancient data. To date,
archaeology has uncovered numerous artifacts that allow scholars to draw conclusions that the
biblical accounts can be accepted with a high level of probability. This work will investigate
apologetic properties of a sample of artifacts addressing events and people from the Tanakh and
the New Testament.
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CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION
This work demonstrates apologetic characteristics inherent within archaeology.
Archaeological evidence allows scholars to develop a worldview based on the balance between
truth claims and physical evidence. Therefore, once apologetic properties found in biblical
archaeological evidence are clearly established, they help move an individual toward a theistic
worldview. This work will attempt to demonstrate the apologetic properties of biblical
archaeology for helping an individual move toward a theistic worldview, then ultimately
investigate a Judeo-Christian faith.
The work will address the usefulness of archaeology in multiple apologetic platforms but
specifically, the cumulative-case apologetic platform, which uses evidence from various sources
to arrive at a view that best fits the evidence (i.e., a demonstrably sound argument). The purpose
of this approach consists of a multistep platform championed by apologist Paul D. Feinberg,
which suggested atheists must first become theists by way of accepting demonstrably sound
arguments before they can decide which god is God. It is the intent of this dissertation to show
how archaeology can speak into the apologetic argument. It simply cannot be the entire
argument.
Some scholars are leery of mixing archaeology and apologetics: “It should be clearly
stated that the discipline governing the study of the Bible and the discipline governing
archaeological research are two separate and different disciplines based on independent
principles, methodology, and training.” 1 Therefore, it must be asked whether any archaeology
can speak to the vitality of the Bible. Yet while archaeology and apologetics come from different

1

James Charlesworth, Jesus and Archaeology (Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans Publishing Co., 2006), 2.
1

1

schools, they still illuminate each other and shine a spotlight on the advantages of one another,
answering Tertullian’s question, “What indeed hath Athens to do with Jerusalem?”
The apologetic journey of an individual, including the influence of archaeology, can be
expressed in the following formula:
1. Biblical archaeology can inform an individual about historical truths and thereby raise
the probability of the individual accepting a theistic worldview.
2. Biblical archaeology can inform the theistic worldview to raise the probability of
individuals investigating the historical truths of the Judeo-Christian worldview.
3. Therefore, an individual’s journey from the formation of a worldview to JudeoChristian faith can be aided by biblical archaeology.
Yet despite using the best efforts of all forms of physical and reasonable evidence to
move an individual to a Judeo-Christian worldview, for a person to reach the point of salvation
still requires faith. Scripture itself validates the shortcomings of physical or reasonable
arguments and points to the necessity of faith in the equation of salvation. “For we walk by faith,
not by sight.” 2 Corinthians 5:7 2 Paul’s words are a truth claim of how to live in salvation.
Therefore, this work will explore the question of why Luke’s apologetic writings should
move a theist to care about Syro-Palestinian or biblical archaeology. His writings in Luke-Acts
are a masterpiece of apologetic writing. Within this work, it will be shown that Luke is writing
Paul’s defense for his trial in Rome and needs the perfect argument. The Apostle Luke employs a
cumulative-case apologetic platform using the history of Jesus, the fulfillment of Messianic
prophecies, and the results of Jesus’s death, burial, and resurrection on skeptics like his brother
James and a Christian persecutor named Saul.
Gary Habermas states, “While some scholars disagree about the early creeds, especially
the pre-Pauline creeds, many critical and conservative scholars agree on their age and
2

Christian Standard Bible (CSB; Nashville, TN: Holman Publishing, 2017). All following verses are CSB.
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reliability.” 3 Luke’s defense uses the creeds of the early church, creeds that are a part of literary
archaeology. However, while some scholars are willing to classify loose elements as creeds,
others are looking for more developed pieces such as the Apostles Creed. However, even some
well-known creeds have not always found acceptance. Marcus Eugenicus, metropolitan of
Ephesus, peremptorily exclaimed, “We do not possess and have never seen this creed of the
Apostles. If it had ever existed, the Book of Acts would have spoken of it in its description of the
first apostolic synod at Jerusalem, to which you appeal.” 4 Thus, Habermas concludes that
scholars continue to have mixed views on what to consider a creed. The loose creeds and or
fragments date to between two to five years after the resurrection of Jesus. Other modern
archaeological finds also lend themselves to further validation of Luke’s apologetic writings.
Therefore, Luke, as an apologist, plays a key role in connecting apologetics and archaeology.
This study examines the cumulative-case platform for its ability to use archaeological
evidence in its arguments. Classical, evidential, presuppositional, and reformed epistemology
apologetic platforms are examined to see whether archaeology has any benefit in any of the
traditional platform arguments. While each platform approaches apologetics from a different
direction, each should demonstrate a place for archaeology in its arguments.
The components of a cumulative-case apologetics approach can include archaeological
insights into various biblical accounts. For example, archaeology can speak to accounts of the
creation and flood. Archaeological evidence provides a reference to the time of the ancient
Hebrew people and Moses in Egypt, specifically when Moses lived in the house of pharaoh.
Likewise, archaeology helps understand the timing of Joshua’s and Israel’s conquest of Canaan,
addressing dating issues and the method used by Israel to enter Canaan. A cumulative-case
3
4

Gary Habermas, “Apologetic Methods” (Lynchburg, VA: Liberty University, 2018).
JND Kelly, Early Christian Creeds (New York: Routledge, 2003). 4.
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approach can help resolve apparent discrepancies between a biblical account and contemporary
archaeological data.
George Wright states, “God has not committed his truth to respond adequately to our
test.” 5 Wright has focused accurately on the prospects for solving the problem of apologetics
using archaeology or any social or physical science. As previously stated, faith, which is the
capacity to accept something for which there is no sensory evidence, always has a place in
apologetics. However, “archaeology can authenticate history, but it cannot authenticate theology,
and from the biblical perspective, history devoid of theology is meaningless.” 6 Therefore, how
can the theology of apologetics and architecturally driven history meet in a meaningful way?
Before the late 19th century and early 20th century, history was considered an objective
science. Then scholars began to rethink their views on what made up history and believed a
narrative was being constructed to interpret facts and events, making history a matter of
perspective. “There is an obvious parallel between foundationalism, which ignores history in
working out the conditions of knowledge, and radical relativism, which contends that by virtue
of its own historical character there is no way to choose among different interpretations, all of
which are ‘equally good.’” 7 The debate is between philosophers of history who define history as
an interpretation of events and historians or historical practitioners who hold history to be a
reconstruction of what actually happened. In the argument of this work, subsets of history like
archaeology fight the same interpretive battle.

George Wright, Sprunt Lectures Published as The Old Testament and Theology (New York: Harper and Row,
1969), 70.

5
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Andrew Hill and John Walton, Survey of the Old Testament (Grand Rapids, MI: Zondervan, 2009), 359.
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Cecilia Tohaneanu, “Historical Knowledge As Perspectival And Rational: Remarks On The Annales School’s Idea of
History,” Metaphilosophy 31, no. 1/2 (2000): 169–83.
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When historians raise the question whether history as they practice it can be objective in
the sense of being value free, they are notoriously pessimistic. Carl Becker probably
speaks for the majority when he observes that “the historian cannot eliminate the personal
equation.” And Beard expresses a commonly held view when he declares: “Whatever
acts of purification the historian may perform, he yet remains human, a creature of time,
place, circumstance, interest, predilections, culture,” with no hope of functioning as a
“neutral mirror.” As such pronouncements suggest, however, it is characteristic of
historians to interpret the questions in a quasi-psychological way; what they tend to stress
is the practical difficulty of eliminating prejudices, and the universality of bias as a fact of
human nature. 8
The maxim "History is written by the victors" is attributed to Winston Churchill, but its
origins are unknown. However, is that true? The answer might come down to the individual’s
point of view. The historical positivists would refer to the idea of wie es eigentlich gewesen,
German for, “how it actually happened,” quoting Leopold von Ranke’s famous phrase. By
contrast, historical idealism refers to carefully sifting data, arranging it, and constructing a
narrative crafted to defend the historian’s view as well as their understanding and interpretation
of the events. As Wilhelm Dilthey famously put it: “History only exists in the mind of the
historian.”
In biblical studies, when an individual reads the four gospels, they get four different
accounts of the same events. Is it merely a personal interpretation that gives a different point of
view of the event? Or do we need to look at religious history through an additional lens of bias?
R. G. Collingwood, in his work, The Idea of History, compares two ideas about religious history,
one of which is theocratic history, which describes a more formable relationship between a god
and his followers including the ideas, ideals, practices, and artifacts of religions practiced in the
past and still practiced today. His second concept is theogony, which describes the religions as
more into the category of a myth. The subject-matter has a place in history, and it has had an
influence on religious history. Collingwood is clear that the study of religious history is different
8

William Dray, Philosophy of History, Second (Upper Saddle River, NJ: Prentice Hall, 1993). 35.
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from “scientific history.” 9 Is a text truly a Holy Text? Is a word truly a Word from God? The
answers to these questions shape how religious historians view the journey of a religion and its
people.
In this work the idea of religious history is going to be addressed while working to
address critical scientific bias. History is a complex science and as a subset like archaeology
gives the scholar the same number of opportunities for interpretational bias. The goal is to collect
the data and test it against as much other data as available to validate any hypothesis being made
about an artifact or a dig site.
One asks, “Are the narratives of the Bible, especially those from 3,000 and more years
ago, myth or history? Is a scientific discipline like archaeology even compatible with an
obviously religious book like the Bible?” 10 Although these are fair questions for scholars to ask,
apologetics and archaeology have a common area of overlap. Apologetics is the investigation of
truth claims. Archaeology is the investigation of evidence. When brought together, they can
reach a high probability of truth or fact. However, can apologetics and archaeology bring proof?
Some have issues with the idea of religious proof, as explained by Bernard Ramm:
•

A theistic proof is a proof of the existence of God.

•

Proofs are not absolutely compelling.

•

Proofs are logically invalid, and no amount of moral insight or religious conviction can
rescue them.

9

•

Mere proof of the existence of God is inconsequential.

•

Theistic proofs are irreligion. 11

R.G. Collingwood, The Idea of History (Mansfield Centre, CT: Martino Publishing, 2014). 14.
James Hoffmeier, The Archaeology of the Bible (Oxford: Lion Hudson, 2008), 11.
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Bernard Ramm, Varieties of Christian Apologetics (Grand Rapids, MI: Baker Books, 1961), 18-19.
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In an effort to codify archaeology and apologetics, this work uses a model consisting of a
grid that will be called the “apologetics
archaeology grid.” When apologetics
and archaeology are laid on the grid, it
is easier to see what scholars are trying
to accomplish. The goal of apologetics
is to prove truth claims, whereas the
goal of archaeology is to define or
properly interpret physical evidence.
If a truth claim is not supported

FIGURE 1

by physical evidence, then it can be labeled as possible (through faith) but not highly probable.
In other words, it requires faith to accept the unsupported truth claim as truth. Likewise, if a
piece of archaeological evidence is discovered and is interpreted without any truth claim as to
what it could be, or mean, then the interpretation of the artifact, if not rejected, must be taken on
faith as the truth of the artifact. It is possible the interpretation is correct, but it does not make
their interpretation a fact. During one season of digging, a trench can be a water channel, and all
the then-available evidence supports that interpretation. One year later, however, a new scientist
may be digging in that same trench and now interprets what he observes as a double wall. Both
theories were interpreted correctly at the given time. Eventually, one might be correct or
something else altogether.
A truth claim like “David was a real man who ruled the united kingdom of Israel” can be
possible and taken on faith; however, when a sign speaking of the house of David (“House of
David” was a common label for David’s kingdom) was discovered at Tel Dan, then the truth

7

claim moves from possible toward the direction of a highly probable fact. As mentioned earlier,
in the science of archaeology, no physical finding completes the entire story, and as yet
undiscovered parts must be taken on faith. It simply moves the level of faith from supporting a
truth claim or physical evidence as possibly true using a higher level of faith. On the other side
the grid reveals that if a truth claim and the physical evidence connect to a single event in place
and time, then a conclusion requires less faith. Instead, any logical conclusion can be accepted
with a high level of probability to be accepted as a truth or fact.
In its investigation of biblical truth claims and archaeological evidence, this study uses
the apologetics archaeology grid to view how scholars might accept a statement or body of
evidence before them. The Apostle Luke made many truth claims in his writings, and some
archaeological evidence and extrabiblical writings have been discovered that speak to the truth
claims written by Luke. Therefore, the grid will be used throughout the work as a guide for
developing an apologetic informed by biblical truth claims and interpretations of archaeological
evidence.
Statement of Thesis
This study examines the cumulative-case platform for its effectiveness in using
archaeological evidence in its arguments. In particular, artifacts found in the Levant are
investigated for their ability to help support an apologetic argument. At issue is the artifact’s
capability of bringing a truth claim to a position of a high probability of being truth or fact.
Design of the Argument
Before a compelling argument can be made for the use of archaeology in apologetics, a
better understanding of the components is needed. Scholarship cannot assume that two fields can
work together simply because they have a singular connection. Geology and microbiology do not

8

work together simply by virtue of the common thread of nature. Therefore, one must ask whether
archaeology and apologetics can work together.
In an attempt to answer that question, Chapter Two provides an in-depth look at biblical
archaeology including the history and modern advancements used today not only in discovering
but also in interpreting the artifacts. Not all scholars have embraced biblical archaeology as a
true science. However, those scholars watching today’s work will see that the focus of biblical
archaeology is not on proving the Bible right or accurate but, as with any archaeological study,
determining what information an artifact yields.
Chapters Three and Four discuss the major forms of modern apologetics. The discussion
begins by looking at God’s role in apologetics, followed by examining Presuppositional, Fideist,
Reformed Epistemology, Evidential, Classical, and finally the Cumulative Case approaches to
apologetics. The focus of the work is on the Cumulative Case approach, as it allows the apologist
to draw from many different areas including the tenets of the other apologetic methods. Yet, to
answer the question of archaeology and apologetics working together, other questions about truth
claims and worldviews must be answered. The Apostle Luke’s work is investigated as it is a
good example of apologetics explored through the cumulative case.
One of the many problems with biblical scholars looking at archaeology and apologetics
is the question of an open or closed universe asking the scholar what is and is not possible in our
common reality. These questions can materially affect what one tries to find and how one
assesses information and events. Scholars have widely divergent positions on biblical
minimalism and biblical maximalism. Chapter Five looks at the ramifications of whether a
scholar believes biblical accounts such as the creation and the flood are truth or myth.
Ultimately, it comes down to a discussion about miracles and the room for God to exist versus a

9

closed naturalist view. Often, rather than engaging in true debate, discussions of the truth claims
of scripture have been ruled by groups who speak and react like a mob, which condition has the
effect of drawing society into the idea of predeconstructionism.
The premise of Chapter Six is that not only can archaeology and apologetics work
together but that together even limited artifacts can contribute to systematic theology. Through a
comparison of presuppositional truth claims from the Bible and certain artifacts, theologies such
as Christology and Soteriology can be discussed in an apologetic argument. Chapter Six also
offers a methodology for assessing the apologetic value of an artifact, by using an Apologetics
Archaeology Grid to weigh truth claims of scripture against evidence from archaeology.
The rest of the work looks at artifacts that can be used to make a strong apologetic
argument for the truth claims of the Bible. Chapter Seven deals with artifacts that deal with the
period of the Tanakh and the birth and rise of the nation of Israel, as well as, the Second Temple
period. It also looks at the most significant archaeological find in history, the Dead Sea Scrolls.
Chapter Eight looks at finds from the New Testament period. Together these last two chapters
build an archaeological history of the Bible and a strong apologetic defense.
In any brief work that tries to synthesize two fields of scholarship, only limited content
can be drawn from each field. This work features material from apologetics and biblical
archaeology, carefully selected and presented to construct an approach intended to demonstrate a
valid and effective way of allowing archaeological evidence to speak into received truth from
biblical sources. Further examination of the concepts developed here and use of the methodology
suggested will be necessary to evaluate how these views can contribute to biblical scholarship.

10

CHAPTER 2: BIBLICAL ARCHAEOLOGY
The usefulness of archaeology as an apologetics tool on the power of the physical
evidence offered in support of a particular hypothesis(es). “If by ‘proof’ is meant irrefutable
evidence that everything in the Bible happened ‘just so,’ this ‘proof’ cannot be provided by
archaeology.” 12 At best, archaeology deals with high probabilities of truth or fact. Therefore,
what can archaeology add to an apologetics’ discussion? The answer to that question starts with
an understanding of what archaeology is and what is meant by the idea of biblical archaeology.
The term archaeology comes from two Greek terms: arkhaios, meaning old or ancient,
and logos, meaning word or study. “The Greek word archaiologia means the study of the
material culture of past civilizations.” 13 Randell Price defines archaeology “as a branch of
historical research that seeks to reveal the past by a systematic recovery of its surviving
remains.” 14 James Holden and Norman Geisler define it as a “study of ancient things” and label it
an essential instrument to understanding history. 15 Martha Joukowsky defines archaeology as
“the science by which the remains of ancient man can be methodically and systematically studied
to obtain as complete a picture as possible of ancient culture and society and thereby reconstruct
their past ways of life.” 16 J. A. Thompson echoes this definition stating, “[A]rchaeology is to
“unravel the story of past ages by digging up their material remains.” 17 Other scholars have their

12
Edwin Yamauchi, The Stones and the Scriptures (Philadelphia and New York: J. B. Lippincott Company, 1972),
20.
13
David Graves, The Archaeology of the New Testament (New Brunswick, Canada: Electronic Christian Media,
2001), 35.
14
Randall Price, The Stones Cry Out: What Archaeology Reveals About the Truth of the Bible (Eugene, OR: Harvest
House, 1997), 25-26.

Joseph Holden and Norman Geisler, The Popular Handbook of Archaeology and the Bible (Eugene, OR: Harvest
House, 2013), 177-179.
15

16

Martha Joukowsky, A Complete Manual of Field Archaeology (Englewood Cliffs, NJ: Prentice-Hall, 1980), 2.

17

J.A. Thompson, Archaeology and the Old Testament (Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans Publishing Co., 1959), 11.
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idiosyncratic definitions as well, exemplified by such expressions as: “the recovery of the
remains of ancient civilizations” 18or “a science in which progress can be measured by the
advances made backwards into the past.” 19 Yet the most basic definition of archaeology is
“controlled destruction.” Every archaeological level that destroys one civilization opens an
opportunity to tell the story of an earlier period of history. However, every level that is
discovered and revealed implies the permanent destruction of what humans had constructed
previously.
The beginning of archaeology in the holy land was rocky to say the least. “The first
archaeological endeavors in the Holy Land were conducted not by archaeologists but by
theologians, biblical scholars, and engineers primarily interested in locating places mentioned in
the Bible and mapping the geography of the region. Although none of these men were trained
archaeologists, they made important contributions to what would become the field of biblical
archaeology.” 20 American minister Edward Robinson was not the first person who came to
investigate biblical questions in Palestine but was the most important of his era. His partner was
Eli Smith, who spoke Arabic, and together they were able to identify approximately one hundred
sites with little more than a compass, telescope, measuring tapes, and an English and Hebrew
Bible.
The next great work was done by Charles Warren in 1867, he spent several years
studying the underground tunnels and water systems of ancient Jerusalem. The work by Warren

18

Yamauchi, The Stones and the Scriptures, 17.

19

James B. Pritchard, Archaeology and the Old Testament (Princeton NJ: Princeton University Press, 1958), V.

20

Eric Cline, Biblical Archaeology: A Very Short Introduction (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2009), 1.
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helped map out the foundation to the Temple Mount. Present day archaeologist Brian Loren
investigated cistern 29, which was excavated by Warren over a century earlier.
He describes that on the inside he saw a well-cut rock scarp, which he identified as the northern
boundary of this pre-Herodian Temple Mount. From this starting point at the western wall going
along the northern wall a distance of 500 cubits we come to the eastern wall just north of the
present Golden Gate. From that point you can project 500 cubits down to a bend, probably due to
an earlier construction which was buried deep underground. Also on the west, Barclay’s gate is
L-shaped and the point where it bends is exactly 500 cubits from the eastern wall. 21
Josephus tells us that Herod made a Temple Mount twice as large as the one Solomon made in
his day. Using the measurements of the present-day excavations beginning with Warren’s cistern
the dimensions do reveal the Temple foundation to be twice the size of the one before it.
Warren’s work provided much of the foundation for a modern-day understanding of underground
Jerusalem.
Warren once said, “If you would really understand the Bible… you must understand also
the country in which the Bible was first written.” 22 Along with Warren, the British sent a team of
surveyors in the 1870s led by the Royal Engineers under the leadership of Captain Charles
Wilson, Lieutenant Claude Condor, and Lieutenant Horatio H. Kitchener, resulting in the
mapping of virtually all of Palestine. Their work was published in 26 volumes of memoirs, a
huge map, architectural plans, and photographs. 23 Charles Wilson also made a major contribution
apart from Warren. “The synagogue at Capernaum was first connected with Tell Hum by
Edward Robinson in 1838, although it was Charles Wilson who made the final identification

21
22
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Price, The Stones Cry Out: What Archaeology Reveals About the Truth of the Bible, 201.
Cline, Biblical Archaeology: A Very Short Introduction, 2.
Ibid.
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with Capernaum in 1866.” 24 A group of Franciscans carried out the excavation of the synagogue
from 1921 to 1926 that sits on top of the foundation of the synagogue in which Jesus taught.
In contrast to these American and British explorers and engineers, “Charles ClermontGanneau, a Frenchman who was first sent to Palestine in 1867 to work for the French consulate,
was more interested in ancient writings than in architecture or geography. As an epigrapher—a
specialist in ancient inscriptions—his primary contribution was the identification of items such
as the Mesha Inscription (also known as the Moabite Stone or Mesha Stele), dating to the ninth
century BCE and discovered at Dibon in Jordan.” 25 The Moabite Stone is extremely significant
for biblical archaeology, for it is the first extrabiblical mention of Yahweh demonstrating a
knowledge of Israel’s culture. The stone is also one of the first-known extrabiblical inscriptions
that name a person mentioned in the Hebrew Bible, “Omri, King of Israel.”. “Scholars have not
doubted the historicity of Omri simply because he is listed in the Mesha Inscription.” 26 These
early archaeologists contributed greatly to a knowledge of the Holy Land in the years when the
discipline of biblical archaeology was in its infancy.
Biblical archaeology became more technical in the 1890s with the work of Sir William
Matthew Flinders Petrie, who was the first to introduce methodology and stratigraphy. He
explored the idea of ancient tells or man-made mounds where succeeding cities were built
directly on top of one another.
Petrie also introduced the concepts of pottery typology and pottery seriation, in which he
used the thousands of pieces of broken pottery he uncovered to determine the
chronological date of the various levels and of the different cities that lay one on top of
another within the mound that he was excavating. Essentially, Petrie realized that pottery

David Graves, Biblical Archaeology: An Introduction with Recent Discoveries That Support the Reliability of the
Bible, Second, vol. 1 (Ontario Canada: Electronic Christian Media, 2018), 147.
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types go in and out of style, just as today’s fashions do, and can therefore be used to help
date the various cities and stratigraphical levels within a single tell. 27
Among Petrie’s many finds is the Merenptah Stele or Israel Stele, as it is the earliest known
mention of Israel outside the Bible.
The Great Ones are prostrate, saying: “Peace”;
Not one raises his head among the Nine Bows.
Plundered is Thehenu; Khatti is at peace;
Canaan is plundered with every evil;
Ashkelon is conquered;
Gezer is seized;
Yano’am is made non-existent;
Israel is laid waste, his seed is no more;
Kharu has become a widow because of Egypt;
All lands together are at peace;
Any who roamed have been subdued. 28
However, the Berlin Statue Pedestal Relief is challenging Merenptah Stele claim as the earliest. 29
Yet, both pieces use the name Israel as early as the 13th century BC—much earlier than critical
scholars would lead someone to believe.
At the same time, American-born Austrian archaeologist Gottlieb Schumacher was
undertaking a large excavation from 1903 to 1905 at Megiddo. Despite the many great
discoveries he made at Megiddo, Schumacher was considered to have poor technical practices in
his field work. Another archaeologist with poor practices was the Irish archaeologist Robert
Alexander Stewart Macalister who worked a number of sites from 1898-to 1909, but his
excavation at the biblical site of Gezer was one of the largest at the time. While there, he

27
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(Ontario Canada: Electronic Christian Media, 2018), 76.
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discovered the Gezer Calendar, written in paleo-Hebrew and dating to the 10th century describing
the principal agricultural activities conducted during the year. 30
Unfortunately, Macalister was the only actual archaeologist working at the site, alongside
four hundred workmen and an Egyptian foreman. He dug fast and carelessly, failing to
record the precise find spots of most of the objects that he recovered. He apparently did
understand stratigraphy, which had been introduced only a decade earlier by Petrie, but
was more interested in ancient daily life than in strict chronological ordering. He did not
have as much regard for either pottery or stratigraphy as Petrie did, and subsequent work
by later archaeologists showed that he had missed much at the site, including
misidentifying the age of the Iron Age entrance gate by nearly a thousand years. 31
During the same period, George Reisner from Harvard University was tasked by the
university with excavating Samaria with a focus on the capital of the Northern Kingdom of
Israel. “Reisner’s documentation of his archaeological excavations and discoveries was more
meticulous even than that kept by Petrie and far more than the records kept by Macalister.” 32
Though the idea is very common today, Reisner was one of the first to note, “Excavating a site,
the archaeologist also destroys it. There is one chance, and one chance only, to excavate any one
part of a site. Thus, proper recording was considered essential.” 33 “Though excavation techniques
were in their infancy in this pioneering phase of research, several serious attempts were made to
record systematically, and to publish promptly, the successive strata of building remains and the
locations of finds.” 34 The field of archaeology was moving into a new phase as the importance of
the finds on a site began to paint an even larger picture than simply finding the location itself.
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“In 1914, just before the start of World War I, the Palestine Exploration Fund hired T. E.
Lawrence to conduct an archaeological survey in southern Palestine. Better known today to the
general public as ‘Lawrence of Arabia,’ from the 1962 biographical film starring Peter O’Toole,
Lawrence was an Oxford-trained archaeologist.” 35 Along with his partner Sir Leonard Woolley,
Lawrence surveyed the Negev desert and Wadi Arabah while searching for biblical sites and old
caravan routes through the “Wilderness of Zin.” Ultimately, the truth emerged that they were
really on a British military mapping operation concerning land routes that an Ottoman army
might take if invading Egypt. 36
Entering the 1920s, biblical archaeology came upon its golden age. The brightest star of
this generation was William Foxwell Albright, a professor at John Hopkins University who
dominated the biblical archaeology landscape for decades. Besides his own work in the field, he
also trained some of the leading archaeologists, epigraphers, and biblical scholars of the next
generation. On top of his many discoveries and accomplishments:
Albright met with three other scholars to devise a proper archaeological chronology—one
that took advantage of the so-called Three Age System of classification invented by the
Danish scholar C. J. Thompson nearly a century earlier, e.g., the Stone Age, the Bronze
Age, and the Iron Age. In the subsequent publication of his excavations conducted at Tell
Beit Mirsim (1932), Albright used the new terminology for essentially the first time in a
publication concerned with biblical archaeology, further subdividing each of the major
periods as necessary. For example, the Bronze Age was divided into the Early, Middle,
and Late Bronze Ages, with each of those periods then being subdivided again in turn. 37
Table 1: Archaeological Period
Pre-Pottery Neolithic A

8500-7500 BCE

Pre-Pottery Neolithic B

7500-6000 BCE

Pottery Neolithic A

6000-5000 BCE
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Pottery Neolithic B

5000-4300 BCE

Chalcolithic

4300-3300 BCE

Early Bronze I

3300-3050 BCE

Early Bronze II-III

3050-2300 BCE

Early Bronze IV/ Middle Bronze I

2300-2000 BCE

Middle Bronze IIA

2000-1800/1750 BCE

Middle bronze IIB-C

1800/1750-1550 BCE

Late Bronze I

1500-1400 BCE

Late Bronze IIA-B

1400-1200 BCE

Iron IA

1200-1150 BCE

Iron IB

1150-1000 BCE

Iron IIA

1000-925 BCE

Iron IIB

925-720 BCE

Iron IIC

720-586 BCE 38

Among Albright’s many discoveries were the Nash Papyri:
The fragments were identified from the Decalogue (Exod 20 and Deut 5), including the
Sema (from Deut 6:4-5), which, leading scholars speculated, may have been used as a
part of a lectionary for liturgical purposes or private prayers (phylactery). The text
displays close similarities with the Septuagint Greek translation of the OT and differs
significantly from the Masoretic text. 39
Albright dated the fragments to the second century BC (ca. 150-100 BC), and “until the
discovery of the Dead Sea Scrolls, the bundle was considered the oldest copy of the Hebrew
Bible in existence.” 40
In the 1930s, ordained rabbi Nelson Glueck came to Palestine to study under Albright
and eventually replaced him as the director of the American School in Jerusalem. Glueck is
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perhaps best known for conducting a series of surveys and explorations in Transjordan, at that
time a relatively unknown area, archaeologically speaking. He advanced the field of biblical
archaeology by identifying hundreds of ancient sites in this region, which corresponded to the
biblical kingdoms of Edom, Moab, Ammon. 41 “Glueck also surveyed in the Sinai, the Negev,
and the Jordan Valley, for in addition to being an archaeologist and a rabbi, he was also a spy
who worked for the Office of Strategic Services – the predecessor of the CIA.” 42 Later during his
excavations at the site of Gezer, Glueck trained several archaeologists by merging his rabbinical
and archaeological training. Yet one of his greatest contributions came, not from his work, but
from a quote.
As a matter of fact, however, it may be stated categorically that no archaeological
discovery has ever controverted a biblical reference. Scores of archaeological findings
have been made which confirm in a clear outline or in exact detail historical statements in
the Bible. And, by the same token, proper evaluation of biblical descriptions has often led
to amazing discoveries. They form tesserae in the vast mosaic of the Bible’s almost
incredibly correct historical memory. 43
Glueck used the Hebrew Bible as a major tool in his work. He did not see a conflict in using the
Bible in biblical archaeology; indeed, he considered his work benefited from this resource.
During the interwar period, James Henry Breasted began a major excavation at Megiddo.
Sponsored by the Rockefeller family, Breasted excavated continuously from 1925 until 1939,
delayed only by World War II. “When first beginning to excavate at Megiddo, they used a new
technique known as horizontal excavation, in which the stratigraphical layers of the tell were
“peeled off” one by one, from the top down…. They established that there were at least twenty
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cities built on top of one another at Megiddo.” 44 Breasted was also connected to one of the three
Sennacherib Prisms, six-sided clay prisms sometimes called the “Annals of Sennacherib.” 45
They are inscribed with the Assyrian King Sennacherib’s (son of Sargon II) first eight
military campaigns (705-681 BC), including his conquest of forty-six cities in Judah and
the deportation of 200, 150 citizens from his third campaign (701 BC). Israel had already
been conquered when Sennacherib turned his attention to Judah. In true propaganda style,
this prism boasts of his siege of Jerusalem and capture of King Hezekiah of Judah (715687 BC) in 701 BC. 46
Though Breasted did not discover the prisms, he did play a part in getting them published.
Dame Kathleen Kenyon began her work in South Africa at the same time as Mortimer in
Britain, but she would go on to greater fame by excavating at Jericho and Jerusalem. When she
came into the area:
[S]he brought with her a revolutionary method of excavating, which had been developed
in Britain by Wheeler. In this system, excavators pay careful attention to differences in
the color, texture, and other characteristics of the soil and of the ancient remains. The
collection buckets (or boxes) for pottery and artifacts are changed every time a difference
is noted, thereby allowing the digging to be done according to the observable stratigraphy
(as opposed to digging rigidly, ten centimeters at a time, as some earlier excavators had
done). Moreover, the excavating is done in squares measuring exactly five meters by five
meters, with one-meter-wide sections—known as balks —left standing between the
squares. These balks not only serve as paths for the archaeologists and workers to walk
upon, but their vertical faces—called “sections” (as in cross-sections)—clearly show the
history of the excavated area. Layers upon layers are drawn and photographed at the end
of the season and subsequently published in the excavation reports, allowing the
stratigraphy of the site to be examined and re-examined as necessary, not only by the
original excavators but by subsequent archaeologists as well. 47
Though Kenyon’s conclusions have been some of the most scrutinized by her peers due to her
findings at Jericho (which will be addressed later in this work), her methods, in principle, are still
being used by archaeologists today.
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After World War II and the Israeli War of Independence of 1948, excavated sites
containing possible links between ancient and modern Israel were re-examined in order to
reconstruct Israel’s history on the land from the biblical account. One of those sites was Jericho,
where John Garstang excavated from 1931 to 1936 and concluded that the city had been
destroyed in 1400 BC, specifically by Joshua and the Israelites.
Garstang based his date for the destruction of Jericho in part upon the absence of
imported Mycenaean pottery from Greece at the site. Such pottery is commonly found at
Canaanite sites in the fourteenth and thirteenth centuries BCE; that there was none at
Jericho meant, according to Garstang, that the city must have been destroyed before this
period, i.e., by the year 1400 BCE. Garstang believed that the city wall had fallen as the
result of an earthquake at that time and that the city had been destroyed by the invading
Israelites, who had presumably taken advantage of the earthquake. 48
Once excavating began again, Garstang requested that Kenyon check his findings.
Kenyon, using more advanced excavating methods, established that the site had been destroyed
in 1550 BC. Garstang “came to bitterly regret linking his excavation data from Jericho to the
biblical passages concerning Joshua’s capture of the city.” 49 However, further research and
additional excavations by Bryant Wood and others proved he was right, and the later date of the
fall of Jericho coincided with the biblical account. 50 Unfortunately, the battle of Jericho is still
not over with scholars on both sides. It still remains for someone to publish “a critique of
Kenyon’s theories and an in-depth study of pottery from the various excavations, to demonstrate
whether Kenyon’s conclusions were incorrect and Garstang’s analysis is the correct
interpretation for the dating of the destruction of Jericho. Jericho will be discussed further in this
work, but for now, it still remains one of the most contested sites in Israel. 51
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Next to Kenyon, the next best known archaeologist active during the postwar period was
Yigael Yadin. He was a military leader, a politician, and an archaeologist for the Hebrew
University of Jerusalem, where he mentored an entire generation of archaeologists by reopening
sites like Megiddo. Like Kenyon, Yadin re-excavated one of John Garstang’s sites at Hazor. The
work was supported by the Israeli government as a part of the reunification of Israel to the land.
At Hazor, Yadin also uncovered the remains of a city dating to the Late Bronze Age and
probably specifically to the thirteenth century BCE, which had been destroyed by fire.
Based upon his dating of this destruction, from pottery and other artifacts found in the
ruins, Yadin attributed the burning of this city to the invading Israelites who, according to
the biblical tradition, captured and burnt Hazor during their conquest of Canaan (Josh.
11:10-13). This confirmed, for him, the biblical accounts of the Israelite conquest of
Canaan and, therefore, the claims of modern Jews to the ancient land of Israel. 52
Yadin’s work also brought him to a very important verse used in his work. This is the account of
the forced labor that King Solomon had imposed to build the LORD’s temple, his own palace, the
supporting terraces, the wall of Jerusalem, and Hazor, Megiddo, and Gezer. The Scriptures state,
“this is the account of the forced labor that King Solomon had imposed to build the LORD’s
temple, his own palace, the supporting terraces, the wall of Jerusalem, and Hazor, Megiddo, and
Gezer.” 1 Kings 9:15 The scriptures present a strong truth claim to the work of Yadin.
During his excavation at Megiddo, he made a great discovery. “At Hazor, Yadin had
located part of a casemate wall and a city gate very similar to those which he now found at
Megiddo.” 53 He was able to date both gates to the time of Solomon in the tenth century BC. The
Harvard Semitic Museum was excavating Gezer, and Yadin explained his theory to them by
redirecting the Museum's work and was able to find the gate and confirm his hypothesis about 1
Kings 9:15.
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Yadin was not without his detractors: Nachman Ben-Yahuda and Joe Zias were two who
wrote about the possible inaccuracies and misinterpretations in his work. However, many of their
issues were raised about his work in Masada and less about his work that connected to the
biblical accounts.
During the time following the Six-Day War in 1967, archaeology was undergoing a new
movement with a greater emphasis on surveys. The movement was known as “New
Archaeology” or “Processualism” and was spearheaded by American archaeologist Lewis
Binford and his students. “New Archaeology is heavily influenced by New World archaeology
and anthropology and is, in fact, often referred to as ‘anthropological archaeology.’” 54 It was an
attempt to “emphasize archaeology as a ‘hard’ science, with a particular effort toward generating
universal laws about the past. Surveys were seen as one of the ways to do this inexpensively and
effectively.” 55 Though surveying was not new to the region, it was now being used in a more
scientific method. “This technique may be applied to document every site in a given region,
regardless of its period. The results provide an insight into the complete history of the area being
surveyed, with the number of sites from each period reflecting the fluctuations in population
density.” 56 The ability to focus on the details developed greatly during this period.
During this modern period of archaeology, Benjamin Mazar spoke about the work being
done in Jerusalem,
When one considers what Jerusalem, the spiritual center of the monotheistic religions,
has represented to countless millions of people and then tries to assess whether these
people had, or even nowadays have, any idea of what the city was like originally, it is
clear that there is a major gap between imagination and reality…. Although many
scholars have in the past attempted to reconstruct the different phases of the Temple
Mount… except for tantalizing clues in the ancient text, they had mainly contradictory
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religious traditions, legends, and folk stories to guide them, and their reconstructions
were distorted accordingly… (But now our) excavations… center around the ancient
Temple Mount (have enabled us) to depict Jerusalem as it emerges anew from the
insights we have gained. 57
While “working in the Jewish Quarter of Jerusalem as well as by the Temple Mount and in the
City of David, archaeologists Nahman Avigad and Mazar uncovered evidence of tremendous
destruction in the city during the early sixth century BCE.” 58
They found ash and debris piled high and blocks of stone that once supported buildings
lying about, torn and broken. In the debris, they found arrowheads of a type specifically
used by the Neo-Babylonians in the sixth century BCE. These findings confirmed the
brief accounts given in the Hebrew Bible (2 Kings 24-25; 2 Chron. 36; Jer. 39, 52;
Ezek.4) and the longer and more dramatic account written centuries after the event by
Flavius Josephus (Josephus, Antiquities of the Jews 10.7.108-10.8.154), concerning the
destruction of Jerusalem by Nebuchadnezzar and the Neo-Babylonians in 586 BCE. 59
The archaeology of Avigad and Mazar seems to support the biblical account.
However, in the 1970s, there was also a change in the sentiment about biblical
archaeology. William G. Dever began to question biblical archaeology as a field of study.
“Dever attempted to rid the profession of the name ‘biblical archaeology’ and to introduce in its
place what he considered to be a more accurate name, ‘Syro-Palestinian archaeology.’” 60
Dever, was less concerned about the prophet’s word than their world, he never the less
admits that archaeology reveals that word had a demonstrable historical context. To a
Bible-believer, such a realization includes evidence to the supernatural revelation of God
within history. To skeptics, however, our world is a closed system in which there exists
no possibility of divine interventions contrary to the observable natural order. 61
Therefore, he would argue that Palestinian archaeology was no longer about trying to prove the
Bible as true but about shedding light on ancient cultures in the region. Yet, not every scholar
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shared Dever’s opinion. Amnon Ben-Tor of the Hebrew University of Jerusalem wrote,
“Eliminate the Bible from the archaeology of the Land of Israel in the second and first millennia
BCE, and you have deprived it of its soul.” 62 Dever also embraced New Archaeology and
suggested that a “consensus recognizes the following six major emphases within the New
Archaeology. These are:
1. The use of cultural-evolutionary paradigms
2. A multidisciplinary orientation
3. The necessity for a holistic approach
4. The adoption of scientific methods for the formulation and testing of laws of cultural
change
5. The value of ethnography and modern material culture studies
6. The potential of archaeology for elucidating patterns of human thought and action 63
The 1980s saw a new day for archaeology in Israel, especially by the second generation
of Israeli archaeologists—including David Ussishkin, Israel Finkelstein, Amihai Mazar, Roni
Reichm Adam Zertal, and others— at biblical sites such as Shiloh, Izbet Sartah, and Giloh.
“Advances in the discipline, stemming from the influence of the New Archaeology, meant that
the excavators were supplemented by specialists in paleoethnobotany, physical anthropology,
palynology, archaeozoology, and other disciplines in which the study of minutiae recovered from
the excavation sheds additional light on daily life in antiquity.” 64 Many of this next generation
are still making significant contributions to biblical archaeology today.

62

Cline, 28.

63

Hawkins, How Israel Became a People, 25.

64

Cline, Biblical Archaeology: A Very Short Introduction, 28.

25

Ultimately, archaeology is not an exact science, and “definitions of archaeology may
differ based on the aims of a particular archaeologist.” 65 Edwin Yamauchi describes archaeology
as “a most exciting and at the same time a very frustrating field… archaeology is a very human
enterprise that involves archaeologists who are imperfect, who have their own prejudices and
presuppositions.” 66 He also states, “Although archaeology in its descriptive phase deals with
concrete objects and employs exact measurements, we cannot claim that it is an exact science. Its
interpretive aspects involve too many judgments of probabilities to secure the certainty of
chemical experiments.” 67 One anonymous archaeologist once stated, “Theories are different than
facts, but theories get you published.” Yamauchi calls this the “humanities of archaeology.” 68
Therefore, the apologist is left to wonder whether archaeology can be used as an apologetic tool.
As a science, archaeology has gone through many variations and deals with variables,
some controlled by human bias, like interpretation, and others like relative versus absolute
dating. “The ancient world, including the events given in the Bible, is relatively dated…
Absolute (sometimes called chronometric dating) establishes the specific date of a geologic
structure or event to a previously determined calendar.” 69 Newer trends in archaeology embrace
a more interdisciplinary approach in both the social and natural sciences. Initially, archaeology
on a tell (a mound of different levels of ancient civilizations stacked one upon another) began
with brute force. “When archaeology was in its infancy, the method of excavation was generally
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to remove whatever earth was covering structures and artifacts so they could then be removed
and studied:
The trench method of excavation was an early correction to this, as it did what its name
implied and cut a slice from the top to bottom part of the tel deemed to have the most
important artifacts…. This method revealed, and to some extent, preserved, the record of
strata (distinct layers of earth deposited in different periods of time) … The identification
and interpretation of the layers (strata) is known as stratigraphy. Geologist Charles Lyell
devised the stratigraphic method based on the observation that sedimentation takes place
according to uniform principles… Stratigraphic excavation reveals a temporal sequence
and thereby provides the basis for determining a relative chronology of the site based on
the relationships created between contexts in time and by comparison with similar areas.
The open-area method of excavation (known as the Reisner-Fisher method) stresses the
broad exposure of architecture and thus permits the mapping of the entire site as it is
progressively revealed. The Wheeler-Kenyon method lays out the site on a grid pattern…
This grid divides the site into manageable squares (usually 5 x 5m or 10 x 10m) separated
by a 1-meter wide unexcavated section called a balk.…The data from each and every
strata is recorded at the beginning and end of the day, according to its place (locus), in
written and electronic form.” 70
Other scholars define methods by the nationalities of the archaeologists who used them.
These include the British Method (Wheeler-Kenyon), the American Method (Architectural or
Reisner-Fisher), and the Israeli Method, which combined the careful precision of the British
method and the emphasis on architecture and ceramics found in the American method. William
Albright popularized the American method when he emphasized the importance of ceramic
dating and the incorporation of other scientific disciplines such as zoology, geology, and
botany. 71
Accelerator mass spectrometry, dendrochronology, thermoluminescence, fluorine testing,
geographic surveying, and carbon testing are all interdisciplinary studies. As a field, archaeology
still has a way to go to overcome human bias, but science is helping move the entire field in the
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right direction. Science will always play a part in the new era of archaeology, but it will not be
able to tell the whole story of Syro-Palestinian archaeology.
Yet, as a science, some still question archaeology’s validity, remarking, “[H]istory is
written by the winners, and a true, complete, objective picture of history cannot be created.” 72
Nor can history be told with objective clarity. Objectors to archaeology as a science claim it is
based on fallible human sensibilities and, by default, cannot be trusted. No one can paint a full
and accurate picture of the past—it will always be fragmented and laden with human bias in its
interpretations. The most controversial form of archaeology is what is known as biblical
archaeology.
The usefulness of archaeology in apologetics rests in understanding and clearly defining
the term biblical archaeology. Price defines it as “the science of excavation, decipherment, and
critical evaluation of ancient material records related to the Bible.” 73 Graves describes it as the
discipline involving biblical sites from Syro-Palestinian regions. 74 Some scholars reject the term
biblical archaeology, like William Dever, who uses the term “Syro-Palestinian archaeology.” 75
Hoffmeier and Millard pointed out, “Biblical archaeology is interdisciplinary in nature and thus
is not Syro-Palestinian archaeology, nor Assyriology, nor a branch of such fields.” 76 Eric Cline
states that biblical archaeology should be defined as “a subset of the larger field of SyroPalestinian archaeology – which is conducted throughout the region encompassed by modern
Israel, Jordan, Lebanon, and Syria.” 77
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Like the wider field of archaeology, the subset of biblical archaeology is beset by
prejudice and presuppositions. Why? The term became synonymous with shoddy fieldwork and
deductive research. Biblical archaeology has been accused of starting with a conclusion and
working its way back toward the evidence instead of allowing the evidence to speak for itself.
Yet it remains a contested term, and its use or lack thereof usually can reveal the scholar’s bias.
Amihal Mazar, a professor at the Institute of Archaeology of the Hebrew University of
Jerusalem, said,
“Biblical Archaeology” is still a justified term for this field of inquiry. Whatever term
will be used for defining the discipline, the archaeology of Palestine and that of the
related countries are unique and ever-increasing resources for reconstructing the social,
environmental, and cultural background from which the Hebrew Bible emerged. Thus
biblical archaeology, like many branches of knowledge, lends itself to changes and new
contents. 78
The prejudice of scholars with a bent toward discrediting the Bible as source material will
work to remove any remnant of the biblical text from scholarly research. Professor J. Edward
Wright criticized the actions of both academics and popularists of the day:
Many of the practitioners in the twentieth century were devout people—mostly Christians
—who thought that archaeology could provide them with “scientific evidence” to prove
the Bible’s historicity and, concomitantly, its theology. They firmly believed that
archaeology could bolster their confessional apologetics and help them defend their
religious beliefs in a society that increasingly valued “scientific” evidence. It was only
natural that untrained and ill-informed popularizers would seize upon the “scholarly”
discoveries, interpret them within their theological matrix and exploit them shamelessly
for their purposes. 79
However, the same prejudice can be seen in many fields of history and science and must be
judged by the researcher and not by the field as a whole. Prejudice taints the interpretation.
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William Foxwell Albright, considered the dean of American Biblical Archaeology, states
the other side of the argument: “Discovery after discovery has established the accuracy of
innumerable details and has brought increased recognition of the value of the Bible as a source
material.” 80 The Bible is the key text in paleography, and it serves as a key resource in biblical
archaeology. “As a subset of the general field, biblical archaeology may be defined as an
application of the science of archaeology to the field of biblical studies. The Bible, as Old
Testament, is a selective account of the history of a people and a place in relation to God.” 81 The
goal is not to prove the Bible; it stands as truth on its own. The ultimate goal of biblical
archaeology is to interpret the material evidence on its own merit and discover how it fits into the
historical narrative of the Bible.
Paleography is key to connecting archaeology and biblical studies. “The discovery of
texts inscribed in stone, on papyri, or potsherds, is the archaeologist’s prize—far more valuable
than any gold he might chance to find. 82 The text plays a foundational part in knowing and not
interpreting the history of a people’s culture. The 1993 discovery of the sign of the “House of
David” removed the doubt about the historical King David of Israel. Archaeology unveils a key
text in the understanding of biblical paleography. King Omri is a great example of this principle.
The Israelite king Omri, who was one of the most important rulers of his time (885-874
BC) and established Samaria as the capital of the Northern Kingdom. The biblical text,
however, allots him only a passing reference (1 Kings 16:21-28). From the viewpoint of
the biblical chronicler, his idolatry and prideful accomplishments did not merit significant
recognition. Archaeology has been able to supply Omri’s extrabiblical exploits from the
recovered records of his foes. These records revealed that the biblical writers were correct
in their assessment of his character and actions. 83
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The Bible is a piece of the puzzle brought to light by its text and the extra-biblical text used in
developing this king’s accomplishments and character.
King Omri is an example of how important the study of historiography is to both the
archaeologist and the biblical scholar. Historiography is defined as the attempt to create an
accurate representation of the past by means of “verbal images and written discourse.” 84 Scholars
have argued the task of historiography “is to trace ways in which people… have reflected on the
past and what these reflections have told them about human life as it passes continuously from
the past to the present to the future.” 85 Historiography is just another light that illuminates
biblical archaeology as simply a larger part of the field that wrestles with the excavated physical
evidence of the civilizations that interacted with the biblical narrative.
Believers began to think that archaeology had validated their faith. 86 However, the lack of
certain discoveries began to call the history of the Bible into question. “When archaeologists
found no trace of the Hittite civilization, the biblical critics made the claim that the Hittite people
were imaginary.” 87 It was not until 1876 when Archibald Sayce delivered a lecture to the Society
of Biblical Archaeology in London, making a startling claim that the Hittites were a vast empire
whose capital was yet to be discovered. 88 The Hittites are an important part of Syro-Palestinian
archaeology, apart from the Bible. Their battle with Egypt at the Battle of Kadesh is one of, if
not the most important, battle of the Middle East, as it was the first-known battle to end with a
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peace treaty. So, in 1906, when the Hittite civilization was discovered by Hugo Winckler along
with the royal archive of 10,000 tablets during his excavations at Bogazkoy (Hattusa), this
brought new zeal to archaeology and its use for defending the Bible. 89 The search for the
historical Hittite empire as a historical endeavor ended with biblical archaeology gaining traction
from the overlap with the biblical account.
However, one cannot expect too much from archaeology alone. The evidence is vital but
must be placed next to truth claims to really help illuminate the historical narrative of the Bible.
Albright cautions, “Though archaeology can thus clarify the history and geography of ancient
Palestine, it cannot explain the basic miracle of Israel’s faith, which remains a unique factor in
world history. But archaeology can help enormously in making the miracle rationally plausible to
an intelligent person whose vision is not shortened by a materialistic world view.” 90 Albright is
not trying to separate history and faith, knowing that it is impossible to separate an individual’s
faith from history.
The question then turns to sufficient evidence, although the resurrection is sufficient by
itself, as demonstrated through evidential apologetics. It alone offers enough evidence for an
individual’s belief in the gospels. Still, archaeology cannot change hearts or the landscape of the
mind. Charlesworth put it, “Archaeology cannot form faith, but it can help inform faith.” 91 In
other words, God may use archaeology to change an individual’s heart, but it is not its primary
purpose. In the end, “the ground and text work together to further our awareness of what is in the
Bible and further reinforces the fact that the historical details and message of the Bible can be
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trusted.” 92 Despite the fact that the Bible is self-authenticating, archaeology can help shed light
on the historical narrative of the text.
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CHAPTER 3: APOLOGETICS PART 1
God’s Role in Apologetics
Religious believers assume God’s role in apologetics. Conversely, the bulk of apologetics
done for the atheist cannot and will not grant that assumption. Each of the major apologetic
methods has something to offer the apologetic discussion. The comprehensive nature of an
interdisciplinary approach to apologetics is found in what is referred to as classical apologetics.
The historical evidence given in support of the resurrection is presented in the evidentialist
approach. The philosophical understanding of Alvin Plantinga’s “properly basic” belief in God is
defined in reformed epistemology. In addition, the centrality of the Holy Spirit in effective
apologetics is found in the presuppositional approach. The cumulative case is a melding of all the
approaches capable of using the best of each part to build a common ground conversation.
The magisterial versus ministerial argument in apologetics poses an important question
regarding the place of the Holy Spirit and the weight given to the presuppositional truths found
in the Holy Scriptures. Martin Luther coined the magisterial and ministerial uses of reason.
Magisterial is the use of reason over and above the Holy Scriptures, like a magistrate or judge
weighing the evidence. The ministerial use occurs when reason submits to and serves the biblical
narrative. The presuppositional approach to apologetics is built entirely on this principle;
however, presuppositionalists are not alone in this approach. One of the leading advocates for
classical apologetics is William Land Craig, who states, “Philosophy is rightly the handmaid of
theology.” 93 Evidence and reason are never enough for faith. Reason might draw a path to the
existence of God, but only faith can draw someone into a relationship with God. The noetic
effect of sin blinds an individual spiritually. Therefore, God will always have a place in drawing
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humanity back into a relationship with Him. Craig has also given six warranted attributes to help
identify the Holy Spirit’s role in apologetics: (a) that the experience of the Holy Spirit is
veridical and unmistakable…; (b) that such a person does not need supplementary arguments or
evidence in order to know … he is in fact experiencing the Spirit of God; (c) that such
experience … is the immediate experiencing of God himself; (d) … the experience of the Holy
Spirit will imply the apprehension of certain truths …; (e) that such an experience provides one
not only with a subjective assurance of Christianity’s truth, but with objective knowledge of that
truth; and (f) that arguments and evidence incompatible with that truth are overwhelmed by the
experience of the Holy Spirit. 94
The tension between faith and reason has witnessed the rise of fideism. Fideism is an
epistemological theory that maintains that faith is independent of reason or that reason and faith
are hostile to each other, and that faith is superior in arriving at particular truths. There are great
strengths and weaknesses to fideism as an approach to apologetics. It is hard to argue with
someone’s personal testimony of what God is doing in their life. It is also hard to deny that
people of all religious faiths point to supernatural encounters with God. The religious world is
filled with competing encounters with supernatural intervention.
Faith is an essential element of apologetics and must connect on a personal level;
however, faith is not built on feelings. The benefits and dangers of the existential argument will
be discussed later in the work. Yet, in regard to the role of God in apologetics, the witness of the
Holy Spirit through personal faith (or experience) reinforces a sound apologetic. “If the
arguments of natural theology and Christian evidence are successful, then Christian belief is
warranted by such arguments and evidence for the person who grasps them, even if that person
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would still be warranted in their absence. Such a person is doubly warranted in his Christian
belief, in the sense that he enjoys two sources of warrant.” 95 The integrating positions of faith
and reason build assurance for both the heart and the head.
Faith in relation to apologetics is similar to the argument on morality. Does faith begin
with God calling man unto himself? Can God define what is or is not faith and, therefore, hold to
the exclusivity of what is real faith? Does faith begin with God or man? These questions have the
same tension found in the moral argument. Does morality exist only in man’s mind, or does it
come from some point of authority apart from humanity? Sociobiologist E. O. Wilson contends
that humanity only has two options: transcendentalism and empiricism, when it comes to
understanding morality. “The former holds that moral principles exist outside human minds and
are true independently of our experience, while the latter holds that they are the inventions of
human minds and can be explained in terms of biological and cultural evolution.” 96 Opponents of
Christianity might reject faith in their evaluation of apologetics due to its reliance on personal
experience. Those same opponents might reject the moral argument, stating that morals and
values are internal evaluations based on the needs of a culture.
Fideism and the moral argument both require God to exist, and both exist as evidence of
the existence of God. Baggett and Walls developed a theoretical moral argument for the
existence of God:
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•

There are objective moral facts.

•
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•

Therefore, (probably) God exists. 97

God is not merely the conclusion of apologetics; he is required as a part of the argument. There
will be critics who see the role of God in apologetics as a circular argument. Even if theologians
granted that apologetics has parts of a circular argument, it does not escape the presuppositional
truth that apologetic paths can be drawn with logic and physical evidence. However, the
successful transition of an individual from a lack of belief in God to a born-again believer in
Jesus requires God. Jesus stated, “No one can come to me unless the Father who sent me draws
him, and I will raise him up on the last day.” John 6:44 Jesus was clear of the exclusivity of his
message to the pathway to God.
Even though an individual may hold to the primary knowledge of their faith through their
experiences with the Holy Spirit, it is prudent to show that faith to be true through logical
argumentation and physical evidence. The concept of apologetics has a solid foundation in the
New Testament, as the apostles were challenged to account for their faith and beliefs.
Agrippa said to Paul, “You have permission to speak for yourself.” Then Paul stretched
out his hand and began his defense (ἀπελογεῖτο): 2 “I consider myself fortunate that it is
before you, King Agrippa, I am to make my defense (ἀπολογεῖσθαι) today against all the
accusations of the Jews. Acts 26:1–2
The term ἀπολογεῖσθαι is not the only term used in Luke’s writings.
Paul entered the synagogue and spoke boldly over a period of three months, arguing
(διαλεγόμενος) and persuading (πείθων) them about the kingdom of God. Acts 19:8
Peter’s writings give perhaps the clearest picture of a sound defense or apologetics.
But in your hearts, regard Christ the Lord as holy, ready at any time to give a defense
(ἀπολογίαν) to anyone who asks you for a reason for the hope that is in you. 1 Peter 3:15
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Yet the term ἀπολογίαν not only means defense but also answer. It is the picture of defending the
faith as a witnessing tool. Cornelius Van Til is correct in asserting that there is no “sharp
distinction between witnessing to and defending the Christian faith” since “we do not really
witness to Christ adequately unless we set forth the significance of his person and work for all
men and for the whole of their culture. 98 The difference might seem small but nuanced as
witnessing may be narrow and hold strictly to the gospel while defending the faith or apologetics
may cover a broad range of topic from fine tuning to the authenticity of the Bible.
Ultimately apologetics has failed if the believer wins the argument but loses the person.
“The non-Christian is obviously not a Christian theologian. He must not be expected to interpret
data of history, psychology, and morality—let alone revelation and miracles—as does the
Christian.” 99 The arguments of apologetics are best shared at the starting worldview of the person
being engaged rather than personal interpretation of the Christian. “Apologetics may be written
under the rubric of the philosophy of religion.” 100 The following table summarizes the most
common apologetic arguments used to support religious conceptions and classifies these
arguments according to their rational or empirical character.
Table 2: The Nature of Apologetics
Rational Defenses
1. The religion is
deducible from selfevident a prioris.
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Empirical Defenses
Objective
Subjective
1. The Scriptures (or
1 The religion is
doctrines) of the religion pragmatically sound.
fit historical and
scientific facts of
experience.
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2. The religion conforms
to the viewpoint of
philosophical
presuppositions generally
accepted (the
philosophical Zeitgeist.

2. The religion has given
rise to valid prophecies
of future events.

2 The religion is
personally
meaningful and selfvalidating in the life
of the believer.

3. The Scriptures (or
Doctrines) of the religion
are internally selfconsistent.

3. The religion has given
rise to miraculous
happenings.

The religion gives
rise to answered
prayer. (May be an
objectively empirical
argument.)

There are multiple ways to approach apologetics, and while theology should never
change, the methodology of discovering faith changes by situation. However, not everybody sees
the value in starting an apologetic conversation apart from biblical presuppositions. Pascal
suggests, “[P]hilosophy has a right of its own but outside of the Christian faith.” 101 He saw no
point and considered it fruitless to try and reconcile the two. “(Carl) Henry claims the nonChristian cannot be expected to judge factual evidence rightly from his sinful and falsely
autonomous perspective… Henry’s pronunciamento that empirical facts – and in particular,
historical facts – are incapable of establishing the Christian case.” 102 The case Henry is trying to
make shows how those with a thesis worldview generally, and Christian views specifically have
issues with different types of apologetics.
Presuppositionalism
How would someone describe presuppositionalism in a single statement? Tertullian said,
“What has Jerusalem to do with Athens, the Church with the Academy, the Christian with the
heretic? … After Jesus, we have no need of speculation, after the gospel no need of research.”
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The heart of presuppositionalism is the Word of God. However, the label does not imply that
Christians are exempt from sound reasoning regarding the apologetics of their faith. In fact, John
Frame says, “The Christian must have a critical perspective on scholarship, testing every
hypothesis by Scripture.” 103 Reason is not the enemy but simply a second-order resource. Faith is
the first-order resource used by God to draw humanity to himself.
The ultimate problem with apologetics from a spiritual perspective is sin. The noetic
effect of sin blinds an individual spiritually. Reason might draw a path to the existence of God,
but only faith can draw someone into a relationship with God. Therefore, second-order reason is
a great resource to use in strengthening a believer’s faith through an already regenerated mind.
The rejection of God might be displayed through questions about God’s existence or doubt
regarding the resurrection of Jesus Christ, but those academic questions mask the underlying
issue of depravity.
Montgomery writes, regarding Henry’s work, “Though uncomfortable with the most
consistent forms of ‘revelational presuppositionalism,’ which holds that even laws of logic have
no justification apart from special revelation, he follows the main presuppositionalist line in
rejecting empirical verifiability and falsifiability.” 104 The statement, “God causes faith by his
own free grace” 105 affirms that God is doing the work. Evangelists and apologists are not soul
winners; the Holy Spirit is the only one capable of stirring a person to faith. Therefore, it is right
and proper to ask how God communicated with man and whether that knowledge is still
available to all. Soli Scriptura is the answer to the former, and Yes to the latter. The Holy
Scriptures are the ultimate presupposition by which all other sources of knowledge are measured.
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The great news for the rationalist academic is that God governs reason: “God is not
merely a conclusion to an argument but the one who makes the argument possible.” 106 The
transcendental argument can show the progression of knowledge by drawing a straight line
originating with God’s rationality as he appeals to human faith and leads to human reasoning.
The argument is another reminder that presuppositionalism is not anti-evidence or anti-reason
but simply that Scripture is prima facie in developing arguments for and calling to someone for
faith. To deny the supremacy of Scripture in favor of reasonable evidence would seem to place
greater trust in the words of the presenter than the Word of God. In his summary of apologetics
based on revelation, Bernard Ramm offers these six theses:
•

The conviction that faith precedes understanding

•

That once we do believe we are to seek understanding as comprehensively as we can

•

That the personal experience of the gospel is anchored in the objective work of Christ, the
objective justification of God, and the objective word of God

•

That a special act of the Spirit is indispensable for the Christian faith and enlightenment

•

That human depravity has made human reason as it functions within a depraved soul
untrustworthy

•

That the issue of truth in religion must suffer no dilution 107
Is presuppositional apologetics circular? Yes, God exists (presupposition); therefore, God

exists (conclusion). The accusation of circular argumentation might frighten someone who fears
being outside of scientific methodology. Is it illogical to look for how to spell a word in the
dictionary? Is it unreasonable to think that we might find the answer to a math problem in a math
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book? Should we consider it unscientific to look in a science book to find the answer to a science
question? No! Frame admits that presuppositional apologetics is circular but that eventually,
circularity becomes an unavoidable act for any system.
In the end, church history shows us that people have come to faith in Jesus without the
knowledge of a sound, reasonable argument. Yet, no one, no matter what reasonable evidentialist
argument was presented to them, has come to Jesus without faith. There is always a place to use
the mind in postulating a desire for faith. The presuppositional position clearly advocates for
persons being equipped to give an answer for their own faith. The question has been, and will
continue to be, how can an unbeliever accept the presuppositions and worldview of a believer?
As Scripture says, they have ears but cannot hear, and eyes but cannot see. Sola Scriptura!
Fideism
Fideism is closely related to presuppositionalism. Where presuppositionalism is grounded
in Soli Scriptura, fideism is a one-step extension of Sola Fide. It holds that the individual’s
religious experience is the foundation for apologetics. Whatever it takes to move an individual to
have an experience with the Holy Spirit becomes the apologetic catalyst for that individual.
Fideism is controversial due to other religions’ claims to religious experiences where God has
spoken to them. It is the apologetics of one’s personal testimony.
Montgomery states that Henry’s view on presuppositionalism is a slow “meteoric descent
into the abyss of fideism; Henry claims that ‘logical consistency is a negative test of truth and
coherence a subordinate test.” 108 The Bible is filled with more than the words of the gospel.
“Christianity is historical, revelatory, and supernatural…historical deed and historically fulfilled
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prediction distinguish the dead from the living, the false from the true, the idol from the selfrevealing sovereign God.” 109 God uses a variety of sound arguments to draw individuals to faith.
The fideist is not concerned with the words, merely that the individual has had a
supernatural experience with God. “These men reason that the experience of religion is so
profound or so unique or self-validating that the experience itself is its own proof.” 110 Fideism
and the moral argument both require God to exist, and both exist as evidence of the existence of
God. Baggett and Walls developed a theoretical moral argument for the existence of God:
•

There are objective moral facts.

•

God provides the best explanation of the existence of objective moral facts.

•

Therefore, (probably) God exists. 111

God is not merely the conclusion of apologetics; he is required in the argument. Fideism works
from a clear point of foundation, as summarized by Ramm:
•

Great stress is laid upon the inward and subjective experience of the gospel.

•

There is frequently a marked hostility toward traditional philosophy and a sympathy for
existential philosophy.

•

Much emphasis is placed upon the supra-rational or paradoxical character of Christian
teaching.

•

There is a rejection of natural theology and theistic proofs.

•

There is an emphasis on the transcendence of God and the hiddenness of God.

•

There is a strong doctrine on the blinding effects of sin. 112
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There will be critics who see the role of God in apologetics as a circular argument. Even if
theologians granted that conclusion, it does not escape the presuppositional truth that apologetic
paths can be drawn with logical reason and physical evidence, but the successful transition of an
individual from a lack of belief in God to a born-again believer in Jesus requires God. “No one
can come to me unless the Father who sent me draws him, and I will raise him up on the last
day.” John 6:44 God is using a special calling to draw people to him.
Reformed Epistemology
In his essay “Without Evidence or Argument: A Defense of Reformed Epistemology,”
Kelly James Clark addresses the reformed view of the rationality of belief by saying, “It is the
position of reformed epistemology (likely the position that Calvin held) that belief in God, like
belief in other persons, does not require the support of evidence or argument in order for it to be
rational.” 113 Although reformed epistemology is in the presuppositional family of apologetics,
there are some significant differences. Where a presuppositionalist is going to rely on the
supremacy of Scripture, the reformed epistemologist is going to begin with the warranted belief
in God. The philosophical idea of warrant is the internal function that turns true belief into
knowledge. It does not require evidence. The reformed epistemologist is not opposed to evidence
but does not require it for belief.
At the heart of reformed epistemology is Alvin Plantinga’s proper basicality, where it is
warranted for someone to believe in the existence of God not based on evidence but on the
internal fortitude of one’s own beliefs. Plantinga calls on Calvin’s sensus divinitatis, where God
has placed inside each person the ability to produce belief in God. The strength of the argument
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is that it fits the history of faith through the church. Sin has had a noetic effect on each person,
but that leaves room for God to work and for individuals to wrestle with their beliefs.
The reason one can consider the idea of proper basicality is that cognitive faculties,
designed by God, function in such a way as to achieve God’s purpose (a call to faith). The effects
of sin are great, but the designed plan of God maintains the efficacy so that the plans of God
cannot be thwarted. It is also reasonable and properly basic to understand that God has placed
each individual in the proper environment for cognitive recognition to aid in the individual’s
warranted belief in the existence of God (generally) and/or Christianity (specifically).
What is or is not properly basic? Some beliefs are properly basic to our cognitive
faculties. We consider things like other minds exist; the world was not created five minutes ago;
and axiomatic, first-order/principles, ultimate explanations, and brute facts. Belief in God is one
of these properly basic beliefs. The implication is that God needs not to be inferred on the basis
of evidence. The conclusion is that evidence requires additional clarification, is subject to natural
laws, and might be subject to interpretation; therefore, it does not show the first-order priorities
of properly basic beliefs.
The physical and natural laws help provide the cognitive environment where an
individual can experience God in creation and revelation. The Bible also plays a vital role in
illuminating the existence of God and allowing the Holy Spirit to stir the properly basic belief
toward faith in God. Plantinga gives an example of the strength of reformed epistemology where
an innocent is accused with the evidence stacked against him. A Christian can hold to properly
basic warranted beliefs before the examination of evidence and, sometimes, in the face of that
evidence.
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Reformed epistemology is a strong, philosophical, apologetic approach that allows
internal properly basic beliefs to be stirred by the Holy Spirit and illuminated by the Bible. One
who uses its methodology can use the Bible like a presuppositionalist, can use a minimal factstype argument like an evidentialist, and philosophical arguments such as the Kalam cosmological
argument 114 like a classical apologist. The internal component is a key strength of the approach
as it recognizes faith to produce a spiritual decision. Evidence is wonderful, but God drawing
someone to himself and the individual deciding what to do with the internal belief being birthed
seems to show a logical epistemology.
Evidential
Evidential Apologetics is defined as a “one-step” approach to the historical evidence for
the argument for God. The problem with evidentialists is that they hardly ever stay with one-step
apologetics. Evidentialism is built on the proof of the resurrection. Yet repeatedly, external
evidence is examined: miracles, archaeology, the entire biblical text (while the emphasis remains
on messianic prophecies, the life of Jesus, the Resurrection), and extrabiblical historical
documents (biblical events, claims, or individuals).
William Lane Craig stated that if evidentialists count “Richard Swinburne among the
ranks of evidentialists… well, I guess they had better include me, too.” 115 Craig, a hardened
classical apologist, sees the two-step approach of classical apologetics used first to meet the
individual on common ground and then move them to believe in the resurrection. Evidentialists
simply bypass the theists based on the tenet that if individuals can accept the resurrection of
Jesus Christ, then, by default, they are theists.
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In Five Views on Apologetics, Gary Habermas lays out a clear understanding of the onestep approach centered around the resurrection. Paul Feinberg informs, “I am in substantial
agreement with what Habermas has to say. As a matter of fact, the cumulative case approach that
I have advocated could be seen as an extension or modification of what is called the evidentialist
approach.” 116 John Frame opines, “I think Habermas has done a masterful job of summarizing
our Lord’s claims and the evidence of his death and resurrection. I find it entirely persuasive.” 117
In addition, Frame says, “The earliest books of the New Testament exhibit sufficient interest in
the life of the historical Jesus, especially in his death and resurrection. This includes the
preservation of eyewitness testimony to these facts.” 118 However, not everyone sees the benefits
of evidentialism. Kelly James Clark says, “I have not written this to glory in Christianity’s
evidential shortcomings or to revel in fideism. I would have preferred that Habermas’s case had
been universally persuasive.” 119 Clark and others are unconvinced about the sufficiency of the
one-step approach. “Evidentialists are sometimes criticized for not sufficiently factoring in the
role worldview plays in the assessment of evidence.” 120 An individual’s starting worldview will
shape any apologetic argument.
Evidential apologetics is very different from W. K. Clifford’s evidential epistemology
(all knowledge is firsthand). An empirical argument like the one supported by John Warwick
Montgomery (some knowledge is not firsthand), as well as traditional foundationalists (holding
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to reason and logic) like internalist J. P. Moreland and R. Douglas Geivett, favor an evidential
apologetic methodology. 121
The one-step approach is based on the minimal facts methodology. Reliability is
described as a top-down argument that evaluates: early writing, eyewitnesses, archaeology, 15
sources including four outside, multiple attestation, enemy attestation. Yet the heartbeat of
evidentialism is the minimal facts: bottom-up argument:
•

Jesus died by crucifixion.

•

After the crucifixion, the disciples had experiences that they believed were
appearances of the risen Jesus.

•

The disciples were utterly transformed by the belief of the resurrection to willingly
die for it, and some did.

•

Creeds presenting the gospel were proclaimed very early.

•

Paul, a skeptic, came to believe in Jesus when he had experiences that he believed
were appearances of the risen Jesus.

•

James, the brother of Jesus, a skeptic who came to believe in Jesus when he had
experiences that he believed were appearances of the risen Jesus.

Evidentialists are focused on the deity, death, and resurrection of Jesus. Jesus was raised
from the dead and fulfilled his claims of deity. If Jesus was only man, then someone else raised
him from the dead, and that would be the Father. You thought it was blasphemy, but God did
not. Can the probability of the resurrection be boiled down to an equation?
•

If we suppose that the probability that we would have this combination of prior and
posterior evidence if Jesus was not God Incarnate is 1 /1000, then it can be shown that the
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total evidence gives a probability of 97/100 that Jesus was God Incarnate who rose from
the dead. 122
•

P(W|R) P(D|R) P(P|R) Strength of the combined evidence = × × P(W|~R) P(D|~R)
P(P|~R) But our estimated Bayes factors for these pieces of evidence were, respectively,
102, 1039, and 103. Sheer multiplication gives a Bayes factor of 1044, a weight of evidence
that would be sufficient to overcome a prior probability (or rather improbability) of 10-40
for R and leave us with a posterior probability in excess of .9999 for the resurrection of
Jesus. 123
Personal preferences and prejudices can substantially color our interpretations, not to

mention the effect of our world views on our research. There is, however, no reason to succumb
to a relativistic epistemology of history here. Historiography is certainly capable of determining
the past. We just must be careful not to read biases into the accounts. Like other forms of
apologetics, it is impossible to force anyone into the kingdom of God by our use of logic and/or
evidence; that role is the province of the Holy Spirit.
Common Grace creates common ground. Evidentialists insist that there are several
epistemological similarities in areas of inquiry, such as sensory data (perception), scientific
theories, and the general rules for the application of inference. Unbelievers can at least be
intellectually challenged to view data that opposes their belief systems, even though they will
frequently disagree with believers. 124 However, evidentialists will use situational modality to
further their argument. Most evidentialists exercise freedom and encourage various forms of
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natural theology concerning arguments for God’s existence. Here, they have moved away from
the tenet of a one-step approach to achieve the best result for their argument. Yet, they still differ
from classical apologists in thinking that a one-step argument from historical evidence (such as
miracles) for God is feasible, and they often use this as their favorite argument. 125
Throughout the work, the cumulative case will be the apologetic approach that I examine and
evaluate for the role archaeology can play in apologetics. The classical approach will also be a
secondary method that I examine as it also embraces the use of archaeology in its arguments. As
Ramm points out, both embrace a similar foundation:
•

A robust faith in the rational power of the mind to find the truth about religion

•

An effort to ground faith in empirical foundations

•

A belief that the imago Dei (image of God in man) was weakened but not seriously
damaged by the fall and sin

•

That religious propositions enjoy the same kind of verification that scientific assertions
do

•

Therefore, that faith in God is just as rational and credible as faith in confirmed scientific
law 126
Some of the apologetic approaches discussed in this section may be shown later in this

work to be in partnership with the cumulative case apologetic approach. However, there are
some approaches that exclude the use of physical evidence in their arguments and that, therefore,
cannot be examined as to their potential benefits to apologetics in light of archaeological
artifacts.
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CHAPTER 4: APOLOGETICS PART 2
Classical
Aristotle stated, “The beginning seems to be more than half of the whole.” 127 In regard to
apologetics, Aristotle’s statement is an excellent descriptor of the purpose of the classical
apologetic approach. Classical apologetics is a comprehensive approach to demonstrating the
existence of God and the exclusivity of Yahweh as the Triune God. It is one of two apologetic
approaches that could, and would, use archaeology in its arguments. Historically, the classical
approach has been defined by a two-step methodology designed to prove the existence of God
and secondly the exclusivity of Jesus as the one true God. William Lane Craig defined the
process by simply stating, “God is proved by theistic arguments, and Christianity is proved with
evidence.” 128
Building on the classical approach, this paper argues for a three-step approach that
intends to support a more robust academic defense than does the historical two-step approach.
The historical two-step approach seems sufficient for an internal evaluation by the believer in the
pew to find assurance for their faith. The believer grants certain assumptions and needs less of a
philosophical grounding in key atheistic questions. However, just as Tertullian noticed a great
distinction between Jerusalem and Athens, there is a great divide between assumptions being
granted by Jerusalem (believers) and questions requiring the application of a scientific
methodology for Athens (atheists).
The three-step approach defined in this work I summarize as deity, reliability, and
resurrection. After addressing God’s role in apologetics, I define and support each of the three
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steps. The first step of the discourse covers deity or, more specifically, the ontological question
of theism. The second step is a singular, new component that I add to the classical approach
labeled reliability, which addresses the philosophical question of probabilities as well as physical
pieces of evidence that produce a common ground argument. The third step is the evidentialist’s
single step of resurrection. This step speaks to the theological question of exclusivity.
Scientifically, the fewest points requiring proof to make a sound argument are always
preferred. More steps lead to a greater opportunity for confusion. The one-step approach of the
evidential apologist is lauded as a triumph by many theological scholars because of its single
essential step of resurrection. Still, a case can be made for a comprehensive approach that can
address questions, doubts, culture, philosophy, and scientific probabilities from an
interdisciplinary methodology like the classical and cumulative case approaches.
Classical Defense
Deity
Evidentialists build from the resurrection; presuppositionalists build from the Scriptures,
and reformed epistemologists build from the warrant that it is properly basic to believe in God.
The cumulative case is built on common ground conversations. The unique step in classical
apologetics is the ontological question of theism. Is there a God? The cosmological argument for
the existence of God is a part of natural theology and asserts that all things in nature depend on
something else for their existence; therefore, creation of the cosmos itself must depend on a
being that exists independently. In William Rowe’s argument against the existence of God, he
defines the cosmological argument as “an argument to establish the existence of a first mover,
first efficient cause, a necessary being, or, more generally, a being that accounts for the existence
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of the world.” 129 The cosmological argument was ultimately defined by Craig’s groundbreaking
work on the Kalam Cosmological Argument:
•

The universe has a cause;

•

If the universe has a cause, then an uncaused, personal Creator of the universe exists
who sans (without) the universe is beginningless, changeless, immaterial, timeless,
spaceless, and enormously powerful;

Therefore:
•

An uncaused, personal Creator of the universe exists, who sans (without) the universe
is beginningless, changeless, immaterial, timeless, spaceless, and infinitely powerful.

Or in summary:
•

Whatever begins to exist has a cause;

•

The universe began to exist;

Therefore:
•

The universe has a cause. 130

Physicists have disputed whether the universe has had a beginning; however, their
conclusions point to a beginning and, therefore, to the need for a first cause. The
presuppositional explanation for the lack of consensus in regard to the beginning of the cosmos
is the theological implication of whether the creation had a creator.
A second argument used is the transcendental argument for the existence of God,
alternatively, the Kantian Argument. Per Frame, “Kant argues that among the conditions of
knowledge are the transcendental aesthetic, in which the mind orders sense experience into
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spatio-temporal sequences, and the transcendental analytic, in which the mind imposes
categories such as substance and cause upon experience.” 131 Here, Kant argues for the existence
of God through the grounded certainty of mathematics, morals, logic, science, and philosophy. If
knowledge is possible, then what is stated as the first cause of knowledge?
The third argument is the teleological or physico-theological argument, which is stated as
an argument for the existence of God from the observed evidence of order in nature. The
teleological argument has produced the two arguments that are most evident in academia and in
general society: intelligent design and fine-tuning. The physical evidence of fine-tuning is
undergirded by the philosophical arguments of intelligent design.
Many have argued against the existence of an intelligent designer or divine creator, citing
problems like the existence of evil or the conflicting idea of humanity’s free will in light of the
essential qualities of omniscience and omnipotence for a transcendent creator. Recently, new
objections have arisen “on conventionalist grounds, that the notion of necessary being was selfcontradictory; others argued, on verificationist grounds, that the proposition 'there is a God' was
meaningless because (it was) unfalsifiable.” 132 The modern arguments are proving to be less of a
point of contention than the traditional arguments.
Reliability
The unique step being presented in this work is the step of reliability or specifically the
philosophical question of probabilities and the physical evidence available through archaeology.
In apologetics, like in other academic fields, critics want proof. In society people are asking for
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universally agreed-upon objective facts; however, in the absence of universally accepted facts,
the masses will settle for the solution with the fewest number of moral implications. While
scientists know that theories are different from facts, scientists also must accept a couple
common elements. First, most complex questions are amartyron (without witness) and will not
be answered with a universally accepted fact, and secondly, most people do not investigate the
difference between a scientific theory and an objective fact.
Secular scientists hold and teach their weltanschauung of naturalism as fact and refuse to
label naturalism as a theory. The implication is clear: if naturalism is one of a couple plausible
theories of the universe, then any and all additionally plausible theories should have equal access
in the marketplace of ideas. The argument of reliability is the philosophical question of what is
an acceptable probability for a belief. Can assurance of faith or belief come from an existential
argument, or does it require an empirical argument? Alvin Plantinga and others have revitalized
Craig’s best possible world argument in terms of possibilities and necessities.
•

It is possible that a maximally great being exists.

•

If it is possible that a maximally great being exists, then it exists in some possible world.

•

If a maximally great being exists in some possible world, then it exists in every possible
world.

•

If a maximally great being exists in every possible world, then it exists in the actual
world.

•

Therefore, God exists. 133
The battle of apologetics will not be fought with undisputed facts but with the high

probabilities given because of the evidence. Since the evidence is not theological but historical,
there is still a degree of probability, such as described in the apologetics archaeology grid (see
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Fig. 1). The evaluation of any belief system in terms of truth claims is open to debate, not
because truth is relative but because our knowledge of any belief system is fallible.
The reliability of apologetics is found in the soundness and truthfulness of the premises
used in its various deductive and inductive arguments; therefore, “in a valid deductive argument,
if the premises are true, then the conclusion must be true…. In an inductive argument, the
premises do not guarantee but merely provide support or grounds for the truth of the
conclusion.” 134
Aquinas, who called miracles and fulfilled prophecies signs of creditability, was still
“careful to point out, though, that these arguments show that Christianity is plausible and can be
used to refute objections, but cannot be used to prove Christianity to nonbelievers.” 135 Much of
the empirical evidence used in apologetics is secondary knowledge. Fine-tuning is a perfect
example of establishing a high probability of the existence of a creator. However, as a defensible
argument, it still maintains existential elements. The evidence that allows a common ground of
reliability is physical evidence. When writing his gospel account, the Apostle John records a
message from Jesus to Thomas that his certainty is wonderful due to the physical evidence made
available to him. However, it is recorded that Jesus told Thomas that faith will be the key to
belief. Religious history, science, archaeology, and philosophers have demonstrated faith as
being warranted, specifically Christian faith, because it meets certain emotional and spiritual
needs. The amount of secondary evidence produced in the empirical and existential arguments in
use today creates the warranted position of believing in the existence of God. In Edward John
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Carnell’s writings on the verifications of Christianity, he states, “Absolute rational certainty is
not necessary to subjective certitude or moral assurance…the rational case for Christianity is
only probable, it is more probable than any alternative hypothesis.” 136 The competing theories
about First Things or First Cause and human development through naturalism are a clear
example of Carnell’s conclusion.
Resurrection
The keystone of any classical or evidential apologetic approach is the resurrection of
Jesus Christ because this happening addresses the theological question of exclusivity. If a case
for the resurrection of Jesus is supported by physical evidence, many other apologetic arguments
fall by the wayside. Dr. Gary Habermas has pioneered what is known as the Minimalist Facts
Argument; in it, he argues that once you establish that Jesus rose from the dead, then you have
created a bottom-up argument establishing the existence of God, that Jesus is that God, and that
the claims of Jesus to being God are then objective truths.
Bart Ehrman, an American New Testament scholar whose focus is on textual criticism of
the New Testament, the historical Jesus, and the development of early Christianity, is the leading
atheist scholar in America. Yet he says, “Virtually every scholar of antiquity, of biblical studies,
of classics, and of Christian origins in this country and, in fact, in the Western world agrees that
Jesus existed.” 137 In addition, biblical scholars and classical historians regard theories of his nonexistence as effectively refuted. In other words, a majority of skeptical Jesus’ scholars and nearly
all conservative scholars accept an expanded list of Habermas’s Minimalist Facts:
•

Jesus died by crucifixion.
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•

After the crucifixion, the disciples had experiences that they believed were appearances
of the risen Jesus.

•

Utterly transformed by the belief in the resurrection, first-generation eyewitnesses were
willing to die for their belief, and some did.

•

Jesus’s tomb was empty.

•

The Resurrection of Jesus was proclaimed very early:
For I passed on to you as most important what I also received: that Christ died for our
sins according to the Scriptures, 4 that he was buried, that he was raised on the third day
according to the Scriptures (an early church creed predating Paul’s conversion). 1
Corinthians 15:3–4

•

Jewish leaders could not disprove the message of the disciples even though they had the
power and motivation to do so.

•

The church was founded by monotheistic, law-abiding Jews.

•

The early church worshipped on Sunday.

•

Paul, a skeptic, came to believe in Jesus when he had experiences that he believed were
appearances of the risen Jesus.

•

James, the brother of Jesus and a skeptic, came to believe in Jesus when he had
experiences that he believed were appearances of the risen Jesus. 138

•

If Jesus did not rise from the dead, believers would be deceived more than any other
group.
If we have put our hope in Christ for this life only, we should be pitied more than anyone.
1 Corinthians 15:19
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Therefore, the resurrection is essential to the apologist and must match the academic integrity of
other historical accounts. Habermas uses a list in verifying written sources and historical events.
1. Early evidence is needed.
2. Eyewitnesses of the occurrences in question.
3. Multiple independent sources significantly strengthen a case.
4. What might be called the principle of embarrassment, surprise, or negative report?
5. An antagonistic party agrees about a person or event that is not in their best interests to
admit, building on data that are thought by a wide range of diverse historians to be wellestablished.
6. Regarding coherence, does the event fit well with other surrounding circumstances? 139
The resurrection is the crux of all Christian apologetics. If the defense for the resurrection is
weak or refuted, then Christianity is empty and exactly as science has labeled it: myth.
Presuppositionalists, like Val Til, are content to tell atheists that the noetic effects of sin have
rendered them spiritually blind. The defense is that Christians and atheists have no common
ground and are, therefore, engaging in a futile effort. However, the historical reliability of the
resurrection of Jesus guides the who so ever (John 3:16) to the doorway of faith.
Cumulative Case
The so-labeled cumulative case approach to apologetics is an eclectic approach that uses
the available abilities, knowledge, and evidence to talk with an individual. In other words, “a
demonstrably sound argument is coercive in the sense that anyone who wants to retain rationality
must accept the argument.” 140 No matter what is used in that argument, if it is a sound argument,
then it has merit.
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Like in a classical approach, the cumulative case addresses an individual’s worldview to
establish theism and then Christianity, accepting the idea that for many apologetic arguments, the
Christian is working from a position of high probability. In the apologetics archaeology grid
(Fig. 1), the Christian is working to move the individual from a position of “not possible” to
“possible” to “highly probable.” Compared to other forms of apologetics the cumulative case is
less worried about how the argument is made, the works of C. S. Lewis being excellent
examples. Books of fiction have been some of the twentieth century’s greatest apologetic works;
therefore, it is not how an argument was made but simply that an argument made was a sound
argument. In other words, “a case for the truth of Christian theism by making use of a variety of
evidence that seem [sic] to fit best within that worldview.” 141 The evidence and argument follows
the worldview of the individual being given a chance to receive the gospel.
Religious-experience claims need to be weighed against other germane sources of
evidence for or against a worldview. This underscores the fact that religious experience
forms only part of a cumulative case for Christian theism. It should not be made to
shoulder the entire burden of apologetics. The phenomena of religious experience,
however, form part of the Christian apologetic mosaic. 142
The cumulative case is an apologetic mosaic, a puzzle to solve by thinking about a
sequence of presentations of evidence. Some proponents describe the methodology as a mosaic.
As is the case with truth claims, each claim is like a tile representing a piece of evidence or fact.
Yet, the full picture of the argument cannot come into focus until multiple tiles (evidence) are
pieced together. The picture looks different with each evangelistic encounter, depending on the
direction of the conversation. The cumulative case does not force a formula but allows the
unbeliever to direct the conversation whereas the apologist supplies the evidence to address the
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unbeliever’s concerns about a Christian worldview. “The benefit of the cumulative case, which
these apologists do not want to do harm, is twofold. First, it allows them to function casually so
as to avoid rigorous and confusing argumentation. Second, they are able to present their case
subtly without angering or repelling the very individual they wish to evangelize.” 143
The cumulative case can take a conversation in two different directions. Depending on
the unbeliever’s concerns, the conversation might focus on logical arguments, including
cosmological, ontological, or teleological, much like what is found in the classical approach. The
other direction is toward history, art, and literature. The goal of the cumulative case is to begin
on common ground. Many times, logical approaches have problems with assumptions because
not all assumptions are accepted by a nonbeliever. However, competing ideas and conclusions
can also be found in history, art, and literature if the unbeliever fails to see the connection.
However, if each of these schools of study is seen like spokes on a wheel, then physical evidence
is a common ground centerpiece to begin a logical defense. Each spoke is important to the
overall defense, but it must begin on common ground in a cumulative argument. Archaeology
and the presence of physical evidence give the apologist a real piece of history from which to
begin a conversation.
Testing the Validity of Truth Claims
Regarding logical arguments, there are many claims about what determines a truth or fact
made by both theologians and scientists. The cumulative case evaluates truth claims through a
series of tests to evaluate the claim. The first is the test of consistency, or the law (principle) of
excluded middle, or bivalence, meaning that “a system of belief must not lead to a
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contradiction.” 144 First stated by Aristotle, this law states, “Nothing can both be and not be at the
same time in the same respect.” 145 However, in the world today, “there is the dimension of
religious pluralism. Different people hold disparate religious beliefs, which may be mutually
contradictory.” 146 Truth claims must show consistency; however, many nonbelievers feel their
beliefs are as valid as a Christian’s worldview, which leads to another law or principle, that of
identity, which states that A=A. Despite the multiple truth claims about world views: truth=truth.
Therefore, many individual worldviews crumble under the law on noncontradiction. Thus,
another test of truth is needed.
The second test is the test of comprehensiveness, which prefers “theories or systems of
belief that explain more of the evidence over those that might account for less.” 147 Components
of apologetics occur within a broad social, cultural, and historical context. These components
often involve addressing core concerns of the human element.
•

What/Who am I? (Who are we)?

•

Why do I exist? (Why do we exist)?

•

What happens after death?

•

What is the basic human dilemma, and can it be solved?

•

What is the good (appropriate) life?

•

How should we live?

•

What is evil? Why is there evil? Can evil be overcome?

•

What is truth? How can it be known? What should I believe?
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•

What is the nature of the world/reality?

•

Is there a source of all other reality, values, truth, and what is the nature of this source? 148

The questions of life have been answered a million different ways, but the true answer lies in the
explanation that can best answer all of them.
The third test is the test of simplicity, which “instructs us not to multiply explanatory
items unnecessarily.” 149 Life is complex, and the answers to the cosmos can be very complex.
Scientists and scholars have engaged with Bayes’
theorem using a probability formula to place

FIGURE 2

numerical values on the evidence used to prove the existence of God. The problem with Bayes’
theorem is that scholars who use the formula in their work determine the values at each position
to achieve the outcome they desire. Yet, in another argument, Aquinas puts together five brilliant
arguments for the existence of God. Those five arguments define God as the Unmoved Mover,
the First Cause, the Necessary Being, the Absolute Being, and the Grand Designer. These
arguments can be argued with many supporting points in an argument to establish truth.
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

The First Way: Argument from Motion
Our senses prove that some things are in motion.
Things move when potential motion becomes actual motion.
Only an actual motion can convert a potential motion into an actual motion.
Nothing can be at once in both actuality and potentiality in the same respect (i.e., if both
actual and potential, it is actual in one respect and potential in another).
Therefore nothing can move itself.
Therefore each thing in motion is moved by something else.
The sequence of motion cannot extend ad infinitum.
Therefore it is necessary to arrive at a first mover, put in motion by no other; and this
everyone understands to be God.
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•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

•
•
•
•

•
•
•

The Second Way: Argument from Efficient Causes
We perceive a series of efficient causes of things in the world.
Nothing exists prior to itself.
Therefore nothing [in the world of things we perceive] is the efficient cause of itself.
If a previous efficient cause does not exist, neither does the thing that results (the effect).
Therefore if the first thing in a series does not exist, nothing in the series exists.
If the series of efficient causes extends ad infinitum into the past, then there would be no
things existing now.
That is plainly false (i.e., there are things existing now that came about through efficient
causes).
Therefore efficient causes do not extend ad infinitum into the past.
Therefore it is necessary to admit a first efficient cause, to which everyone gives the
name of God.
The Third Way: Argument from Possibility and Necessity (Reductio argument)
We find in nature things that are possible to be and not to be, that come into being and go
out of being, i.e., contingent beings.
Assume that every being is a contingent being.
For each contingent being, there is a time it does not exist.
Therefore it is impossible for these always to exist.
Therefore there could have been a time when no things existed.
Therefore at that time, there would have been nothing to bring the currently existing
contingent beings into existence.
Therefore, nothing would be in existence now.
We have reached an absurd result from assuming that every being is a contingent being.
Therefore not every being is a contingent being.
Therefore some being exists of its own necessity and does not receive its existence from
another being but rather causes them. This all men speak of as God.
The Fourth Way: Argument from Gradation of Being
There is a gradation to be found in things: some are better or worse than others.
Predications of degree require reference to the “uttermost” case (e.g., a thing is said to be
hotter according to more nearly resembling that which is hottest).
The maximum in any genus is the cause of all in that genus.
Therefore there must also be something which is to all beings the cause of their being,
goodness, and every other perfection; and this we call God.
The Fifth Way: Argument from Design
We see that natural bodies work toward some goal and do not do so by chance.
Most natural things lack knowledge.
But as an arrow reaches its target because it is directed by an archer, what lacks
intelligence achieves goals by being directed by something intelligent.
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•

Therefore some intelligent being exists by whom all natural things are directed to their
end, and this being we call God. 150
Per Aquinas:
[F]rom existence of motion we can reckon back to the Prime Mover; from the existence
of causation we can deduce the First Cause; from the contingent character of objects we
can calculate the Absolute God; from the gradation of life from the very simple to the
very complex we can properly postulate God as the Capstone of being; and from the
governance of the world we can deduce the great designer. 151
In these arguments, Aquinas is working to show that “(a) nature is not fully explicable in

terms of natural causes and (b) the purpose found in the universe cannot be fully explained by an
appeal to human reason and human will.” 152 Therefore, “the intrinsic probability of a proposition
is its probability of tautological evidence, with the consideration of simplicity as the most
important factor in determining this intrinsic, or a priori, probability.” 153 In each of these
arguments, the apologist needs to meet the unbeliever on common ground and in a position
where they are interested and capable of involving themselves in the conversation. In the midst
of explaining complex philosophical arguments, the hearer who is new to the subject may feel
that the discussion is so convoluted that it is not worth his time.
The fourth test is the test of livability, which, simply stated, is that for an argument to be
believable, it must be livable. The causal nature of the way the cumulative case approaches truth
lends itself to the lifestyle of the average person. The apologist should begin on common ground
and may choose to begin with archaeology and its physical evidence, then move into science,
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philosophy, history, music, movies, books, or lectures containing subtle messages capable of
allowing a nonbeliever to wrestle with the Christian worldview.
The fifth test is the test of fruitfulness: “Here, we ask what the consequences are of
holding such a view of reality. Does it produce fruitful consequences?” 154 Does it contribute to
the discussion of society, culture, and historical arguments? Can it make a meaningful
contribution to life? “William Alston has recently argued that ‘one’s response to the Christian
gospel depends to a considerable extent on one’s value orientation.’” 155 What is morally valuable
to an individual must find common ground for truth to be found and used in an apologetic
argument.
The last test is the test of conservation, meaning that “when we find some anomaly to our
theory, we first choose solutions that require the least radical revision of our view of the
world…. It is based on the belief that any system of belief that has reached the position of a
reigning paradigm must have a good deal of evidence supporting it.” 156 Many people begin
describing their worldview by the phrase “I think”; however, truth does not begin with the
thoughts of the individual; rather, truth is truth because it is true.
Some reject the broad logical foundation of reason and look for a place of faith.
Montgomery asks the question about the place of faith in a cumulative case argument? “Faith
cannot be founded on fact, for ‘fact’ gains factual status and significance only from its inclusion
in a revelational context, which (to be sure) cannot itself be factually justified.” 157 Therefore, are

154

Gundry, Five Views on Apologetics, 155.

155

Hasker, “Is Christianity Probable? Swinburne’s Apologetic Programme.”

156

Gundry, Five Views on Apologetics, 155-156.

157

Montgomery, Faith Founded On Fact: Essays in Evidential Apologetics, xxii.

66

cumulative case arguments valid? They are simply one side of the argument. Consequently,
one’s worldview needs to be evaluated.
Apologists like F. R. Tennant, Elton Trueblood, G. K. Chesterton, and C. S. Lewis are
joined by philosophers Basil Mitchell, Richard Swinburne, and William Abraham in seeing a
broader picture within apologetics. The second half of the argument is evidence. Every sound
argument needs evidence, whether the argument is a formal one written like a legal brief or a
casual conversation over tea. Yet, how does one move an apologetic argument from a
philosophical approach to a place of physical evidence?
The answer lies in the argument itself. Think about Ockham’s razor, which demonstrates
that the shortest and simplest answer is usually the correct one. Physical evidence helps advance
the philosophical process by providing consistency, comprehensiveness, simplicity, livability,
fruitfulness, and conservation. Archaeology specifically adds a weight not easily ignored by an
individual’s worldview. People may argue about worldviews, but individuals holding on to
philosophical evidence like fine-tuning or physical evidence like archaeology find themselves
standing on firmer ground. Therefore, what test can be used to establish the validity of an
individual’s worldview.
Richard Swinburne’s Ten Arguments for the Existence of God
The Argument from Temporal Order 158
If the argument is God and time, then God must have the ability to find order in his
eternal state outside of time. The universe has a beginning and sits in an ordered time; however,
it is something or someone who sits outside that time that is capable of giving time its order.
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“God is the kind of being who is necessarily eternal in the sense that, if he exists at any time, he
exists at all times, his existence at any time will have no further explanation.” 159 The eternal
nature of God is the meaning behind the beginning of the universe.
The Argument from Spatial Order 160
Spatial order can be as large as the universe or as finite and complex as the human body.
The idea that the universe did not exist at a time and, therefore, the idea that it could exist in no
space is inconceivable in many ways. Yet as the universe came into being, it came with space.
Those who argue against a Creator see substance crammed into a very small space. While the
alternative view, according to Swinburne, asserts, “At the first instant of the universe’s history,
on this theory, there was an unextended point, endowed with the power to decay into
innumerable substances of very few kinds, and a liability to exercise that power at some time or
other.” 161 What was not, "became,” not just to fill space with substance but the creation of the
space itself.
The Argument for Fine-tuning 162
The argument for fine-tuning comes in multiple ways, including the logically possible
universe and the argument from complexity. Per Swinburne:
If the fundamental laws and initial conditions are, as we suppose, the laws of Quantum
Theory and Relativity Theory with the four forces (strong force, weak force,
electromagnetic force, and gravity) governing the basic array of fundamental particles
(photons, leptons, including electrons; mesons; and baryons, including protons and
neutrons) (what Swinburne shall call the standard theory), and the initial conditions are
such conditions as the velocity, density, and degree of isotropy of the matter-energy of
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the universe immediately after the time of the Big bang; and these are measured in
normal way, then recent work has shown – the universe is fine-tuned. 163
Fine-tuning is woven into the fabric of the universe on a grand scale of how worlds and stars are
held together. Yet, fine-tuning is also seen in the complexity of the human body and the intricate
balance of how life on planet earth is sustained.
The Argument from Beauty 164
One of the more controversial of Swinburne’s arguments is his argument about beauty.
He states, “God has reason to create a beautiful inanimate world—that is, a beautiful physical
universe. Whatever God creates will be a good product; and so any physical universe that He
creates will be beautiful, as are humans and animals.” 165 Beauty is so hard to define that an
atheist can look at the evil in the world—the decay and death of living beings—and argue against
this theory. It almost takes someone who is already a theist to be willing to look past the present
and accept the perfection of nature and a pre-sin humanity.
The Argument from Consciousness 166
Animate objects exhibit complexity at the level of vastness. “Animate substances differ
according to whether they can have desires, beliefs, thoughts, and intentions of various degrees
of sophistication…. A conscious life is a good thing. Animate substances are substances of a
better type than inanimate ones.” 167 The ability to think for oneself and as an individual make a
free choice in the light of the individual’s moral beliefs about the situation in front of them.
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The Argument from Measurement 168
The order of the universe is steady and mathematically sound.
Mathematical operations can… be ordered in terms of simplicity – addition is simpler
than multiplication, multiplication than powers; scalars than vectors, vectors than tensors,
and so on. This requirement also has the consequence that simpler theories use small
integers rather than large integers, and integers rather than integers followed by a
complicated fraction. Thus for phenomena made equally probable (to the degree to which
we can make measurements), we should prefer the hypothesis of an attractive force
between objects inversely proportional to r2 (the square of their distance apart), rather
than one inversely proportional to 20…(100 zeros) …01. 169
Despite Swinburne’s love of mathematical theories, Occam’s Razor is still the best approach to
solving a problem. The simplest approach is the best approach providing that the answer
completely answers the question. Critics of this argument do not have a problem with the
principle but with how measurements and souls can both be in the same equation. The existence
of God may be assisted by the probability of theories like Bayes’ theorem, but the values used
are inconsistent and can be made to create any outcome. However, the sound order of
mathematics and measurements always speaks to the order of the universe and, therefore, an
intelligent designer.
The Argument from Moral Truth and Moral Awareness 170
“First there is the argument from the fact that there are moral truths, and second there is
the argument from human awareness of moral truths.” 171 The very idea of morals speaks to a
higher consciousness in humanity. Despite the high consistency for morals, there seems to be a
change in the definition in what is a moral act from culture to culture. In an Indian village they
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drops their newborns off a roof into a blanket held by four men from the village to scare away
the demons that might make the baby sick. In America, that parent would be arrested for doing
such an act and be labeled as immoral, but in India, parents are considered bad parents if they do
not complete the ritual.
The understanding is not if there are morals but the fact that everyone has some moral
code, even if it differs from that of their neighbors. The question is not if moral truths exist but
how aware individuals are of their moral code. Individuals are aware that something drives them
morally, even if they would not want to call these impulses morals. All of humanity values
something no matter how weird it might seem in another culture.
The Argument from Providence 172
The argument from the opportunities that humanity has for making significant differences
is called the argument of providence. In other words, choices have consequences. “If we had
choices between forming intentions to do good actions and intentions to do bad actions, but our
intentions never made any difference to what happened, we would be living in a deceptive
world.” 173 An all-knowing, all-powerful, all-loving God would not leave humanity in such a
deceptive world. It is the consequences of individuals’ actions that allow them to know the
morality and value of their choices.
The Argument from Evil 174
The problem of evil is one of the most difficult arguments for any theist to handle.
Theologians like J. L. Mackie and H. J. McCloskey have concluded that the mere existence of
evil in the world is a direct and irreconcilable contradiction to the existence of an omnipotent,
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omniscient, wholly good God. “Mackie and McCloskey can be understood as claiming that it is
impossible for all of the following statements to be true at the same time:
•

God is omnipotent (that is, all-powerful).

•

God is omniscient (that is, all-knowing).

•

God is perfectly good.

•

Evil exists.

•

Any two or three of these assertions might be true at the same time, but there is no
way that all of them could be true.

In other words, sentences 1 through 4 form a logically inconsistent set.” 175 Others have
developed additional arguments regarding the logical inconsistencies found with the
philosophical argument of the problem of evil. William Rowe stated:
(a) there are gratuitous evils;
(b) if there are gratuitous evils, then the theistic God does not exist;
(c) the theistic God does not exist. 176
The G. E. Moore shift can be used to counter Rowe’s conclusion by shifting the argument to
include man’s limited cognitive ability to understand God’s mind, namely:
(a) God exists;
(b) if there are gratuitous evils, then the theistic God does not exist;
(c) then, there are no gratuitous evils. 177
Moore shifted the argument away from God’s character and placed the focus on God’s will by
defining gratuitous evils as those evils incapable of producing any known or unknown good.
175

“Logical Problem of Evil | Internet Encyclopedia of Philosophy,” https://www.iep.utm.edu/evil-log/.

176

Edward Martin, “The Problem of Evil, Pain and Suffering,” Lynchburg VA, Liberty University, (2018).

177

Ibid.

72

Alvin Plantinga’s free will defense moves the focus from God’s will to the “free will of
humanity.” Plantinga states,
God can create free creatures, but he cannot cause or determine them to do only what
is right. For if he does so, then they are not significantly free after all; they do not do
what is right freely. To create creatures capable of moral good, therefore, he must
create creatures capable of moral evil, and he cannot leave these creatures free to
perform evil and at the same time prevent them from doing so. God did, in fact, create
significantly free creatures, but some of them chose evil in the exercise of their
freedom, hence, becoming the source of moral evil. 178
The free will defense does not resolve the question of God’s existence but gives a logical defense
to how God and evil can both exist.
However, Swinburne also deals with the hiddenness of God. Why does God not intervene
in the midst of evil? The power of free will is one with many advantages and some issues. If God
intervened in the midst of an evil act, it would remove the individual’s free will. God is not
hidden but merely allowing free will to work itself out.
The Argument from Religious Experience 179
The argument from religious experience is much like the apologetic method of fideism.
The argument gives weight to individuals’ testimonies and their encounters with God. The
argument is useful in testimony for the existence of God but must be moved forward into an
apologetic argument since participants from every religion are going to provide testimony about
an encounter with their God. The exclusivity of many religions, including Christianity, makes
this argument precarious at best. Apologists need to exercise caution when using this
methodology due to the confusing and contradictory reports coming from each religion.
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However, within an argument to prove the existence of God, it can be a strong tool in moving
someone toward a theist.
Testing the Validity of Worldviews
There are multiple ways to address the validity of one’s world view.
Constructive apologetics (usually called positive apologetics builds a case for Christian
theism by arguing that Christianity best fits the appropriate criteria for worldview
assessment…. Negative apologetics can be used in two ways. First, when another
worldview claims to be rationally superior to Christianity (such as naturalism or
pantheism), it is appropriate to evaluate that world view against appropriate criteria in
order to show its logical deficiencies in relation to Christianity…. Second, if a genuine
objection is brought against Christianity—for example, that it is nothing but wish
fulfillment, lacking objective reality—that challenge should be rebutted. 180
A worldview is based upon a broad range of points and ideas; it attempts to map out an
individual’s concept of reality comprehensively. If it gives us no explanation for important
characteristics of life—matters pertaining to meaning, ethics, life, and death—something is amiss
since these questions are enduring and relevant. The first test of any worldview is that “it
explains what it ought to explain.” 181 As an example both naturalism and pantheism fall into this
error because they cannot explain key features of the universe and human persons.
Criterion 1. If a worldview asserts an essential proposition X, and X is utterly
mysterious or unintelligible and sheds no light on anything (it is a bare assertion), then the
assertion of X is a rational strike against that worldview. 182
The second test of a worldview is internal consistency. 183 The essential or fundamental
elements of any worldview must harmonize without contradiction. An essential element of a
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worldview is a conceptual peg in a worldview that is required to complete a rational conclusion.
Although internal consistency of all the essential tenants of a worldview is a necessary test of
adequacy for every worldview, internal consistency does not establish the truth of a worldview.
A worldview might be internally consistent but fail to describe objective reality precisely.
Internal inconsistency, however, established the falsity of a worldview.
Criterion 2a. If a worldview affirms X, Y, and Z as essential elements of that worldview,
and none of these individual elements contradicts another essential element, that worldview may
be true because it is not inconsistent.
Criterion 2b. If a worldview affirms X, Y, and Z as essential elements, and any of these
elements contradicts another essential element (say X contradicts Y) or is self-contradictory, this
worldview is necessarily false because it is inconsistent. 184
The third test for evaluating a worldview is coherence. 185 The essential intentions of a
worldview are tightly interrelated and conceptually linked. A collection of noncontradictory
ideas or statements is not in itself adequate to form a coherent worldview. Consider these
statements:
1. Kathleen Kenyon did an archaeological dig at Jericho.
2. Blake Shelton is a country singer.
3. Ralph Hawkins wrote a book on Israel.
These statements are all consistent logically. However, this triad of isolated facts bears no
relation to a coherent worldview. Consider the Christian relationship between God, humans, and
sin/salvation. God created humans in his own image. Therefore, the metaphysics between God
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and humans is close. Human’s sinned against God, yet God provided a path to salvation through
the atoning act of Jesus Christ. Here, there is an interconnection between all these statements,
that is, a coherence throughout the entire account.
Criterion 3. If a worldview’s essential propositions are coherent (meaningfully
interconnected at the concept level), it is more likely to be true than if its essential propositions
are not related in this way. 186
The fourth test is factual adequacy. A worldview may be internally consistent yet
inconsistent concerning the reality it attempts to describe. 187 If one claims the universe to be
eternal, then they are failing to see the universe through a logical framework. Many of the
contemporary pluralistic ideas have led to the creation of worldviews that are inconsistent with
themselves and with reality. However, while they must fit inside reality, they do not have to fit
inside naturalism. There are moments (miracles) that defy the laws of nature, but those acts come
from a Creator, a notion leading to a larger argument that includes fine-tuning and other
propositions for intelligent design.
Criterion 4. The greater the extent to which a worldview’s essential factual claims can
be established in various empirical, scientific and historical ways, the greater the likelihood that
this worldview is true. 188
Existential viability is a fifth test, one of factual adequacy but which focuses on the inner
reality of human beings. 189 In other words, simply because someone says, “…this worldview
works for me” does not mean that it is a viable worldview. A worldview can be philosophically
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viable without the possibility of existence in reality. It is not livable. Like in the test for truth, a
worldview must be compatible with real-world existence and, in this sense, be able to meet the
test of reality. To say “there is no universal truth” sounds compelling philosophically but does
not work in reality.
Criterion 5a. For a worldview to be a likely candidate for truth, its essential propositions
must be existentially viable.
Criterion 5b. If a worldview leads habitually to philosophical hypocrisy, it is rationally
disqualified since this indicates that it does not correspond to reality. 190
Related to livability, the sixth test concerns intellectual and cultural fecundity. 191 If an
individual’s worldview fits within possible reality, then it should be accepted and understood as
able to be trusted. J. P. Moreland captures this idea in his reflection on the nature of truth and its
power when he says, “This is why truth is so powerful. It allows us to cooperate with reality,
whether spiritual or physical and tap into its power.” 192 Certain geopolitical ideas seem to work
on paper but are not fecund for the greater cultural good. Here intellectual and cultural fecundity
become a safety net for the first five tests. A test serving as an all-encompassing test forcing the
worldview to be encompassing in all social and cultural settings. Christianity cannot work if it is
merely a Western religion; as a worldview, it must be able to be placed over every culture and
find acceptance by any individual in that culture. However, Christianity works in every culture
even if the culture as a whole rejects it.
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Criterion 6. If a worldview is true, it should lead to intellectual and cultural fecundity.
The greater the beneficial fecundity, the greater evidence that the worldview is true. 193
The seventh test is called radical ad hoc readjustment and is an important negative test
for evaluating worldview. When a worldview is faced with potentially defeating
counterevidence, an adherent may readjust its core claims to accommodate opposing evidence. 194
An advocate for theistic evolution is purging the world of the evidence of an intelligent designer
(as does Darwinism and the concept of naturalism) and is not compatible with Christian theism.
Adjustments to, or a mixture of, worldviews struggling to satisfy existing evidence reveal a real
problem in producing an accepted worldview.
Criterion 7. If a worldview substantially alters its essential claims in light of
counterevidence, it loses rational justification. 195
All things being equal, pursuant to the eighth test, simpler explanations are preferable to
complex ones. 196 A naturalist may claim that any naturalistic explanation is better than a theistic,
one since naturalism is simpler than theism, the latter including both God and the material world.
However, simplicity does not mean the shortest answer but the shortest complete answer. Certain
worldviews may be shorter than Christian theism, such as Hinduism and Buddhism, but are not
complete cosmological, ontological, or teleological arguments.
Criterion 8. Worldviews should not appeal to extraneous entities or be more complex
than is required to explain what they propose to establish. 197
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By applying each of the tests against the tenants of different worldviews including
Christianity as well as other world religions, a cumulative case argument begins to be formed.
The Six Habermas Criteria
Despite being an evidentialist, Habermas has listed six criteria needed to verify that a
historical event really happened. When these criteria are merged, they form a cumulative
argument that can raise the probability of any historical event.
1. Early writing
2. Eyewitnesses
3. Archaeology
4. Sources Including Ones from Outside the Movement
5. Multiple Attestation
6. Enemy Attestation 198
Early Writing
How does one know if an ancient event should be taken as real or as a myth that may
simply become perceived as a fact over time? The distance between events and records is one of
the easiest ways to judge the validity of an event. In Christianity, the creeds of the early church
were written between 2 to 5 years after the death of Christ, and the earliest creeds are the most
deity-centric. Though Paul wrote many of the creeds, some predate his conversion.
For I passed on to you as most important what I also received: that Christ died for our
sins according to the Scriptures, 4 that he was buried, that he was raised on the third day
according to the Scriptures, 5 and that he appeared to Cephas, then to the Twelve. 6 Then
he appeared to over five hundred brothers and sisters at one time; most of them are still
alive, but some have fallen asleep. 7 Then he appeared to James, then to all the apostles.
8 Last of all, as to one born at the wrong time, he also appeared to me. 1 Corinthians
15:3–8
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The creed speaks to the death, burial, and resurrection of Jesus prior to Paul’s conversion and
gives an early date for this creed.
Eyewitnesses
1 Corinthians 15:3–8 speaks of over 500 eyewitnesses to the resurrection. Eyewitnesses
give direct testimony to the event in question. In regard to the resurrection of Jesus, the
conversion of James, the brother of Jesus, and Paul are the testimonies of those who stood
against Jesus as the Christ; however, after eyewitness encounters at different times and in
different ways, both became believers. The lives of both men changed, and their testimonies
changed the lives of many others.
Archaeology
For this work, the criterion of archaeology is central to the argument being made. As I
stated earlier, physical evidence is the common ground for any apologetic argument.
Archaeology puts the historical record into the conversation about a historical event. The Dead
Sea Scrolls, written between 200 and 100 BC, provide direct evidentiary support for the Tanakh.
The Isaiah Scroll is an important archaeological find as it is complete and is the Old Testament
book with the most Messianic prophecies. Yet even older than the Dead Sea Scrolls are the Ketef
Hinnom amulets, which have Numbers 6:24 written on them and date to 600 BC to 700 BC,
making them the oldest surviving text from the Hebrew Bible. As any philosophical argument
can be argued for and against, the common ground of archaeology gives a tangible argument
from physical evidence.
Sources Including Ones from Outside the Movement
The next three criteria are the hardest to establish. It is one thing to have testimony from
someone in the movement, but it is completely different from having people from the outside
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speak positively about a historical event with which they do not have a direct, personal
connection. Josephus is such an example as he wrote multiple times about Jesus and the
miraculous deeds he performed. Josephus, being Jewish and Roman did not believe in the deity
of Jesus, but he did record many of the events that testify to the deity of Jesus.
Multiple Attestation
A single testimony is important, but the testimonies of 500 people are persuasive. The
idea of multiple attestations is the power of multiple points of view. Just like each gospel is
different based on the writer's purpose and point of view, the same is true of testimonies of
multiple witnesses. The historical events of Jesus’s life and ultimately his resurrection all had
multiple accounts, and each record is a little different based on the writer’s point of view.
Enemy Attestation
There is real validity to a truth claim when an enemy records the historical event that
proves your argument. Josephus, being a Roman and the patron of Roman sponsors, spoke to his
loyalties and still wrote of Jesus’s miraculous deeds. While most of the Jewish evidence against
Jesus as the Christ comes from the evidence of silence, they could not refute the claims of Jesus
and the disciples about the resurrection. As mentioned previously, James and Paul opposed
Jesus, and Saul (Paul) was sent by Jewish leadership to destroy the early Christian church. Yet he
had an encounter that he claims was with Jesus, which changed his life. The criterion of an
enemy’s testimony is important in establishing the basis for a historical argument.
Luke as an Example of the Cumulative Case
The focus of Luke and Acts has a unique etiology. Luke wrote to a specific reader,
Theophilus, for a specific purpose. Luke and Acts combined could be a legal brief sent to
Theophilus as a part of Paul's legal defense as he petitioned to go before Caesar. If Luke-Acts is
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a part of a legal defense, it might clarify why certain accounts and events were included or
excluded from Luke’s biblical accounts. The emphasis in Luke-Acts would be to show
Christianity as the fulfillment of Judaism and not a new religion. Special attention would be
given to the details of the events and lessons connecting Jesus to the Messianic prophecies in the
Tanakh and that Paul’s language, such as “works of the law,” was not intended to create new a
religion but reflected the use of terminology that would resonate with the Jewish community.
Ultimately, Luke was creating a sound defense and putting together a cumulative case apologetic
argument strong enough to stand before the leaders of Rome. If Habermas’s six criteria verify
that a historical event actually occurred and are synchronized against Luke’s writings, then
Luke’s defense is clear.
Luke used early writing or creeds written between the resurrection and Paul’s conversion,
giving the apologetic of the early church addressing the resurrection within 5 years after the
event. He said to them, “How foolish you are, and how slow to believe all that the prophets have
spoken! 26 Wasn’t it necessary for the Messiah to suffer these things and enter into his glory?”
27 Then,

beginning with Moses and all the Prophets, he interpreted for them the things concerning

himself in all the Scriptures.” Luke 24:25–27 and “The Lord has truly been raised….” Luke
24:34 These creeds were a part of the messages of the first generation of the early church and
were used to teach the gospel to the people. Habermas contended that Acts 1-5, 10, and 13 were
also part of the early teachings. 199 Some scholars argue that these creeds could have been written
within two years of the resurrection, which would place these words as some of the most reliable
relating to Christology.
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Luke also used eyewitnesses in his writings, beginning with the disciples who wrote out
what they had seen and heard. Parts of Luke would come from Mark, the first Gospel written.
Luke also recorded twice as many parables as any other Gospel. The disciples, as Paul would
write later, were more than the twelve and could have numbered in the hundreds at times.
There were also miracles witnessed and testified to by eyewitnesses.
As he was teaching in one of the synagogues on the Sabbath, 11 a woman was there who
had been disabled by a spirit, for over eighteen years. She was bent over and could not
straighten up at all. 12 When Jesus saw her, he called out to her, “Woman, you are free of
your disability.” 13 Then he laid his hands on her, and instantly she was restored and
began to glorify God. 14 But the leader of the synagogue, indignant because Jesus had
healed on the Sabbath, responded by telling the crowd, “There are six days when work
should be done; therefore come on those days and be healed and not on the Sabbath day.”
Luke 13:10–14
Religious leaders witnessed and reacted to the miracles performed by Jesus. Then one of them
struck the high priest’s servant and cut off his right ear. “But Jesus responded, “No more of this!”
And touching his ear, he healed him.” Luke 22:50–51 The miraculous works of Jesus were
witnessed by religious leaders, Roman soldiers, and the disciples. Luke 5:1-11; 7:11-17; 14:1-6;
17:11-19 are all miracles done by Jesus, and all demonstrate eyewitness testimony.
Luke's recording demonstrates the criteria of enemy attestation including testimony from
individuals from Outside the Movement. Pilate is a key part of this criterion.
Then their whole assembly rose up and brought him before Pilate.2 They began to accuse
him, saying, “We found this man misleading our nation, opposing payment of taxes to
Caesar, and saying that he himself is the Messiah, a king.” 3 So Pilate asked him, “Are
you the king of the Jews?” He answered him, “You say so.” 4 Pilate then told the chief
priests and the crowds, “I find no grounds for charging this man.” Luke 23:1–4
Pilate testifies to interrogating Jesus and finds no fault with him. Pilate is a real historical figure
as archaeologists have coins with Pilate’s name and face. Also, the religious leaders and Herod
Antipas all speak into the life and death of Jesus Christ. “Herod was very glad to see Jesus; for a

83

long time he had wanted to see him because he had heard about him and was hoping to see some
miracle performed by him.” Luke 23:8 Here, Herod had heard of Jesus, heard of his miracles,
and wanted to see them in person. Herod was not part of the movement of Christianity but was
one of the Jewish leaders trying to kill the movement and Jesus.
Multiple attestation speaks to multiple people witnessing the same event, and Luke
recorded the largest such event in all the Scriptures.
When they heard this, they were pierced to the heart and said to Peter and the rest of the
apostles, “Brothers, what should we do?” 38 Peter replied, “Repent and be baptized, each
of you, in the name of Jesus Christ for the forgiveness of your sins, and you will receive
the gift of the Holy Spirit. 39 For the promise is for you and for your children, and for all
who are far off, as many as the Lord our God will call.” 40 With many other words he
testified and strongly urged them, saying, “Be saved from this corrupt generation!” 41 So
those who accepted his message were baptized, and that day about three thousand people
were added to them. Acts 2:37–41
The power of Pentecost was hard to hide. The sheer size of the group and the acts seen and
experienced at that moment led to the beginning of a mass movement. The testimony of the
disciples and the Gospels recording the same accounts all speak to multiple witnesses describing
the same events, miracles, and teachings.
Referring back to an earlier section enemy attestation is one of the most powerful
testimonies in any argument. The third chapter of Mark’s Gospel records that Jesus’s family
thought he was “out of his mind.” Yet, by the time Luke was writing the book of Acts, James,
the brother of Jesus, had what he claimed to be an encounter with the risen Jesus and became a
leader in the Jerusalem church. Then there was Saul, who would become Paul. Scripture’s
introduction to Saul is found in Acts “They dragged him out of the city and began to stone him.
And the witnesses laid their garments at the feet of a young man named Saul.” Acts 7:58 Saul
was sent to end the Christian movement and kill those who led the movement. Yet, by Acts 9,
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Paul had what he claimed was an encounter with the risen Christ. He repented and moved from
being an enemy to being a follower based on what he had experienced.
The only criterion relating to historical events that Luke did not use was archaeology.
However, later, I show how archaeology could now strengthen Luke’s defense. As a cumulative
case apologist, Luke used multiple techniques, as was just shown, to build a sound argument. I
show later how today’s apologists can use Luke’s sound defense and, by integrating
archaeological findings, build a modern testimony of Jesus. The Luke/Acts apologetic argument
is one of the most powerful arguments in all of Scripture, and therein the reader can see the
power of a cumulative case argument.
“The reason that atheists have for believing there is no God has been their claim that
there is insufficient evidence, that the theist’s argument does not make the existence of God
probable to any significant degree.” 200 It is when all the evidence is taken together in a
cumulative approach that the entire weight of evidence from all the arguments is so tightly
woven together as to make it impossible for the atheist to unravel. Whether it is Paul Feinberg or
Richard Swinburne’s arguments for the existence of God or Douglas Groothuis’ test for
establishing a world view or Gary Habermas’s criteria for examining events, all can be woven
together like a tapestry tightly knitted together to form a complete picture.
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CHAPTER 5: BIBLICAL MINIMALISTS VS. BIBLICAL MAXIMALISTS
In the discipline of biblical archaeology, there are two distinct camps referred to as
biblical minimalists and biblical maximalists. However, “Eric Cline has stated that there is a
deep polarization between the biblical archaeologists who identify in either camp, and both
camps fall into the tendency to proselytize as opposed to being objective with the data.” 201
Biblical minimalists are those scholars who have rather low regard for the Bible’s authority and
accuracy. They would see figures addressed in the Bible as prototypes and not real humans who
interacted with a real God. Randall Price states that this group of scholars was birthed out of their
belief in a 19th-century doctrine called the “Documentary Hypothesis.” Supporters of this
doctrine view the Hebrew Bible as a “post-exilic” document and, thus, as unreliable concerning
events before the exile. 202 The common minimalist would find little historical correspondence
between an academic discipline like archaeology and the biblical text.
Maximalists see the biblical Scripture in a completely different light. They regard the
biblical text as historically reliable unless the text is proven wrong. 203 However, not all
maximalists agree on the same level of the historicity of the biblical text. Some maximalists
identify the men and women mentioned from the beginning of the Bible as real humans
interacting with a real God. Others begin with the Patriarchs; others begin with Joshua, and still
others, with David and Solomon. Biblical maximalists see the Bible as “historically accurate and
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see a significant correspondence between the Bible and the archaeological data.” 204 They
consider the Bible to consist of real data produced by real people. However, not all maximalists
agree on all biblical points. While maximalists are not all fundamental evangelical Christians,
they do have a common belief in the reliability of the Bible as a historical text.
The camps are not as clearly differentiated as they seem on paper. There are several
factors and different positions a scholar might hold and each position might label him or her a
minimalist or maximalist. One example might be, “the reason for this minimalism is his faith in
naturalism, but the position taken on the broader spectrum between minimalism and maximalism
remains vague, a line to a certain extent even arbitrarily drawn.” 205 However, naturalism seems to
be a strong starting point in the division of the camps. Once the divine is removed, it is easier to
see a scholar’s position on the biblical text.
Yet the question can be asked: Why does the Bible fall under a different set of criteria
and a different level of scrutiny compared to other ancient writings? No one argues that there is a
different standard, but why do they do so? Evangelicals would point to the limited number of
copies of Plato and others and the distance between the writing of the work and the age of the
manuscripts. However, the Bible does something that Plato and other ancient manuscripts do not
do, which is to ask readers to place their lives in the balance of its words. The difference is not
the age of the manuscripts, the outside attestation to the manuscripts, or the distance between the
writing and the copies available. In fact, the Dead Sea Scrolls give the maximalist a closer
window than any other ancient work. The difference is the Bible’s genre.
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One of the more far-reaching implications of this has been that both philosophers or
religion and philosophical theologians—instead of evaluating the empirical basis of
religious beliefs and of theological theories and doctrines in experience—have focused
increasingly on a study of the conditions or warrants for the justifiability of holding basic
religious beliefs. In theology, this inevitably led to the foundationalism of both natural
theology and a brand of naïve realist theologies that still finds justification in selfauthentication and supernaturalist concepts of revelation. 206
Once the Bible asks individuals to place their faith and lives in the hands of God, whose
words are on these pages, a disconnect to modern scholarship emerges along with an immediate
denial of the work as a whole. The denial due to the moral implications connected to a
supernatural God helped develop a new view of the Bible and the invention of the biblical
minimalist. The Copenhagen School, among others, completely rejects the Bible's historicity due
to the presence of a real God. Mythologies of other cultures have fallen by the wayside in regard
to being considered a religion; however, evangelicals have seen the Bible maintain its place in
history—until now. The changes in how today’s culture views biblical truth are a topic addressed
later in this chapter.
Philip Davies recounted at an academic conference that beginning with the patriarchs –
Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob—not a single speaker at the conference defended the historicity of the
patriarchal narratives in Genesis. Instead, they spoke of the Albrightean synthesis.
This synthesis correlated the patriarchal narratives with the supposed archaeological
evidence. As a result, Albright and others were able – or thought they were able – by the
identification of certain social characteristics in these narratives to locate the patriarchal
age in time (about 1800 BCE) and place (Mesopotamia), which naturally tended to
reaffirm the basic storyline of the biblical text. 207
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Davies concluded that scholars were growing to have different definitions for biblical
minimalist and maximalist. By the end of the conference, minimalists were those who believed
the biblical accounts were purely mythical, and maximalists were those who thought that the
men and women mentioned in the biblical accounts were merely prototypes and their stories
grown for to embellish history. Anyone who still believed the people named in the Bible were
real and accomplished the feats credited to them through the power of an active and real God
were not scholars and indeed had no place in their discussion. 208 Graves states that minimalists
have concluded, “These are mythical constructs from a nation attempting to caste itself in a
greater light in the Ancient Near East, and the depiction of the People of God can be boiled down
to ‘pious fiction.’” 209 Other scholars have supported this train of thought, such as archaeologist
Israel Finkelstein, claiming that archaeology does not support the history the Bible presents. 210
However, these scholars draw these conclusions based on a naturalistic worldview, believing in a
universe with no God. Jerome Stone’s model “asserts transcendence without ultimacy.”
This model therefore is a long way from affirming an intelligent purposiveness to a
transcendent creator since purposiveness presupposes a unity of individuality, that is, a
personal God capable of entertaining such a purpose. Stone does call the three elements
of his model—transcendence, the real, and the ideal—elements that correspond to the
three most basic characteristics of religious experience: transcendence, blessing, and
challenge. 211
From the minimalist point of view, any writings that speak of a God, especially an active God,
must be false automatically. “For Stone, the divine (or God) is the collection of situationally
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transcendent resources and continually challenging ideals of the universe, that is, the sum of the
worthy and constructively challenging aspects of the world…when the term ‘God’ is understood,
so Stone argues, it will be found to refer to inner-worldly transcendent resources.” 212 The
minimalist chooses to avoid the idea of a Creator by focusing the discussion from an
anthropomorphic viewpoint rather than a theological one.
However, “minimalists go beyond the historical-critical consensus in arguing that the
complete history, from Abraham to Moses to Joshua to David and Solomon and the other kings,
is all cut from the same cloth for the same reason.” 213 In the end, a minimalist concluded that
“the people Israel, its leaders and heroes are literary fictions or inventions or constructs. Stories
about them, their victories, defeats, religious policies are all late concoctions written at the
earliest in the Persian period.” 214 Lemche, a minimalist, concluded, “The conclusion that
historical-critical scholarship is based on a false methodology and leads to false conclusions
simply means that we can disregard 200 years of Bible scholarship and commit it to the dustbin.
It is hardly worth the paper on which it is printed.” 215
According to Zevit, minimalism has at least five sets of intellectual roots:
(1) conclusions about when most books were written that were accepted by liberal
Protestant scholars at the end of the nineteenth century; (2) the employment of socioanthropological models of how societies evolve and tell stories about themselves that
were popularized in biblical studies during the 1970s by Gottwald’s studies of Israelite
societies in general and emergence of ancient Israel from Canaanite groups resident in the
central hill country in particular; (3) evaluations of archaeological data that since the
1950s question, qualify or deny the historicity of the exodus and conquest narratives and
that since the 1970s -1980s deny that of the patriarchal traditions; (4) a strategy for
reading biblical historical narrative against the grain similar to the Deconstruction
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strategies developed by J. Derrida emulated widely in departments of literature and
history during the 1970s and 1980s; (5) the climate of extreme skepticism, a skepticism
sometimes bordering on cynicism characteristic of much Western historical analysis since
the late 1960s. 216
Minimalists have bowed their backs to place biblical history, especially from a
fundamental perspective, in the genre of “apologetic mythmaking…. Davies thus challenges his
readers to decide whether they were truly historians or believers masquerading as historians. In
other words, everyone who might disagree with him was either a literary fundamentalist at worst
or an unsophisticated reader at best.” 217 However, the ground under minimalists is beginning to
shake, and they have begun to reject the evidence in front of them. Their “involvement with
archaeology has been to discount, on non-archaeological grounds, the importance of any
archaeological data that might contradict its findings. No minimalist has appropriated what little
is known about the Persian period from archaeological excavation and archaeological surveys
conducted in Israel since the late 1960s to support any of its particular arguments.” 218 However,
minimalism reached the bottom of its scholarly integrity when “archaeologists were accused of
manufacturing inscriptions whose contents undermined minimalist assertions. At Tel Dan,
fragments of a ninth-century BCE Aramaic victory inscription were discovered that mentioned
the ‘House of David.’” 219 Some minimalists accused A. Biran, the director of the Hebrew Union
College excavations at Dan, of having forged and planted the inscription.
Per Robinson, among postmodern and minimalist perceptions of modernist or maximalist
views are:
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1. Affirmation that human life is historically and culturally conditioned. What we
experience, how we reason, what we know are all interpreted through the framework of
our prior beliefs; often, this framework has not been consciously chosen but is reflexively
formed as we participate in our culture, in its language, beliefs, values, norms, etc.
2. Recognition of multiple rationalities, each dependent upon diverse social contexts. For
postmodernists, modernism inappropriately assumed there is only one valid way to
reason and often generated totalizing worldviews (meta-narratives) that declared all other
ways of seeing the world to be illegitimate, even to the point of censuring (by ridicule or
force) individuals who thought differently. Thus, many postmodernists call for the
legitimacy (or at least inevitability) of multiple perspectives on reality.
3. A renewed appreciation for tradition. In recognizing the dependency of human life and
rationality on social context, some postmodernists have endorsed the value of prior
traditions in shaping and authenticating human experiences, beliefs, and practices.
4. Affirmation of critical realism. Although some postmodern thinkers advocate radical
relativism, many recognize the continuing value of reason and experience for gaining
knowledge. But this is a chastened knowledge far removed from the herculean (and likely
impossible) modernist goal of certain or purely objective views of reality. Through
reason and experience humans can attain verisimilitude about reality but can never gain
an absolute “God’s-eye” view of how things are. 220
William Clifford “sought to declare faith to be an immoral and irresponsible practice.” 221
Maximalists have a harsh view of minimalists as well. According to Zevit,
Lemche felt constrained to defend minimalism and (specific) minimalist scholars against
two sets of charges: the first, that its general claims and specific interpretations of data
are driven by ideological – Marxist, anti-Christian establishment, anti-Israel, proPalestinian, anti-Semitic – positions; the second, that many of its strongest claims
involving ancient Near Eastern languages and cultures, sociological and archaeological
data are advanced by underqualified individuals. 222
It is apparent that each side has serious problems with the other, even though most scholars hate
being labeled as belonging to either camp. Ralph Hawkins states that he has been accused of
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being in both camps by extremists on both sides. 223 Not only do scholars find themselves on a
continuum but also fighting the generation in which they live. According to Robinson,
Particular circumstances and broad cultural contexts change through history so that the
concerns (beliefs, practices) of audiences of one era are not always the concerns (beliefs,
practices) of audiences of other times. A quick survey of Christian history demonstrates
that apologists of differing eras often engaged different questions according to historical
context.” 224
Though minimalists and maximalists have voiced their views for hundreds of years, the validity
with which their data has been received has differed from one period to another. Many of the
concerns of the postmodern era have roots in ideas that emerged during the eighteenth and
nineteenth centuries, during what is often called the modern era (defined later in the work). Per
Robinson, among the broad tendencies of postmodern period, are these:
Appeal to reason as THE source of knowledge over other possible sources of knowledge
such as intuition, authoritative tradition, or revelation. Individuals can discern the truth
because they are able to reason, and reason is universally available to all humans,
especially those willing to apply themselves.
Questioning prior authorities. Many eighteenth and nineteenth century intellectuals
distrusted the philosophical and religious systems of the ancient and medieval periods,
finding in them more speculation than knowledge. For many modern thinkers, there
simply were no rational means for adjudicating the truth of many religious and
philosophical disputes.
The search for epistemic certainty. The grand project of human inquiry, especially
including science, was to pull humanity out of the alleged ignorance of religious
superstition and philosophical speculation into genuine knowledge. This knowledge
would be grounded in certain or at least highly reliable foundations—namely, reason and
sensory observations—rather than in feeble starting points, such as unverifiable divine
revelation or church traditions. 225
Regarding religious knowledge, some apologists contend that reason can go a long way toward
establishing the truth of Christianity.
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However, in regard to postmodern views toward truth, there are still those today
defending the truth uncovered through archaeology. “No Syro-Palestinian archaeologist espouses
a historical position vis-à-vis the origins of Biblical literature faintly resembling that of the
minimalists – a position which, in any event, would have nothing to do with archaeology per se –
and none have supported their particular interpretation for the absence of archaeological data. 226
Andrew P. Norman, in “Telling It Like It Was,” affirmed:
1. Meaning is intrinsically present in actual events and historical developments, not imposed
by the historian.
2. Historical narrative refers to a reality outside itself. It is not a non-referential, purely
subjective attempt to shape a collective understanding of the past.
3. The truth claims of history are different from those of fiction. 227
Non-textual materials found in archaeology have been a great equalizer for maximalists looking
for a common ground foundation for their argument. Despite the reaction of minimalists, the
presence of modern archaeology has led to discoveries (discussed later in this work) capable of
defending the maximalist position.
Yet, minimalists are still asking maximalists to produce a “smoking gun." They are
asking for the Ark of the Covenant or the nails that hung Christ to the cross, but mostly they are
asking for pre-exilic writings from the Hebrew Bible.
Oral Tradition
Rabbinical tradition affirms that when Moses ascended Mount Sinai and received from
God the tablets containing the Law, God gave him the responsibility of interpretation. The
interpretations are known as the Oral Law or Oral Torah and can be defined as a series of
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arguments, opinions, and commentaries that enable each succeeding generation to interpret the
Torah according to the needs of the current generation. The Oral Torah assured the written Torah
would not remain static or become irrelevant as culture developed and the values and concerns of
people changed. The development of oral authority assured the interpreting priest of the oral law
a greater role in the nation of Israel; beyond the role of messengers of these new laws, they now
carried the responsibility of interpreting and applying these laws as well.
The scope of this work includes the question of what etiological authority allowed
Levitical priests (scribes) and, later, rabbinical priests (sages) to hold the Oral Torah and the
subsequent commentaries (the Talmud, including the Mishnah) to the same divine jurisprudential
authority as the Tanakh (in general) and the Written Torah (specifically)? Since the third century
CE, orthodox Judaism has stated that this transference of power is all within God’s plan as if
God ordained this process: “The Rabbinic tradition…based itself on the principle of multiple
meanings and endless interpretability maintaining that interpretation and text were not only
inseparable, but that interpretation—and not incarnation—was the central divine act.” 228
However, the Levitical and rabbinical priests who crafted the tradition of the Oral Torah
abandoned the epistemological pursuit of God’s revealed Word (written Torah) in favor of a
personally delivered word from their own substantial doctrine. A fourth-century rabbinic
preacher, Rabbi Judah Shalom, made the following observation:
When the Holy One told Moses to write down the Torah, the latter wanted the Mishnah
too to be in writing. However, the Holy-One-blessed-be-he foresaw that a time would
come when the nations of the world would translate the Torah and read it in Greek and
then say, we are Israel, and now the scales are balanced. The Holy One will then retort:
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You say you are My children. That may be, but only those who possess My mysteries are
My children, who possess the Mishnah, which is given orally. 229
The oral tradition is important if one addresses why Israel has so little history and
theology preserved, giving archaeologists a firsthand account of the events and beliefs from
before the exile. “A firsthand account will always be a primary source, but the opposite does not
apply because a secondhand account may be the oldest extant witness and therefore a primary
source.” 230 Lemche is correct in “‘pointing out the problem of controls in oral transmission,’ but
goes on to make a case for the possibility and likelihood of a prolonged oral tradition
transmitting accurate historical information that was committed to writing in the Hebrew
Bible.” 231 The ability to write copies of the scrolls did not stop the oral tradition from remaining
popular, as it also kept the priest in power. Israel had copies of the Torah during the times of the
monarchy, yet they chose not to make them available to the common man. Israel’s oral tradition
was so misplaced that some archaeologists believed that Israel was a polytheistic society based
on the number and variety of idols such as Asherah, Chemosh, Molech were found in ancient
Israelite cities.
We may conclude that the average person had little if any knowledge of what may have
happened in his country hundreds of years ago. We could, of course, think of a prolonged period
of oral tradition handed down from parents to children, and there can be no doubt that such
tradition existed and that historical tales were told. We also know that “oral tradition…cannot be
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controlled…. It will never remain stable but will always be changing until the moment when it is
written down.” 232
Some scholars try to connect a lack of written works from ancient Israel to the idea that
ancient Israel did not exist until the kings or even the Second Temple period. “It has long been
recognized and is a commonplace in contemporary Old Testament research that a prolonged oral
transmission existed in pre-exilic Israel and that the written traditions of the Hebrew Bible to
some extent are based on oral traditions.” 233 Again, the use of prolonged oral tradition is not due
to an inability to develop a written history and the Torah but simply a choice to use a flexible
medium able to move and adapt with the times. Once again, it becomes evident that ideology
crucially influences the way the media of orality and literacy are used, rather than the media
themselves.
The primacy of oral tradition is associated with the Pharisees (Herford, 1924), who, if not
deliberately, certainly in effect “opened” the fixed written text by a systematic program
of exegesis to accommodate change, legitimize folk custom, and challenge the authority
of the Hellenizing priestly caste and their sympathizers associated with the Sadducees.
The Sadducees used the fixed written text of the Tanakh as an instrument of power, a
methodology that fits their ideological model.” 234
Is the oral law an addition to the Torah, a commentary on the Torah, or simply the Torah
itself? Deuteronomy seems to address laws that are not among those given to Moses on Sinai. “If
the place where the LORD your God chooses to put his name is too far from you, you may
slaughter any of your herd or flock he has given you, as I have commanded you, and you may eat
it within your city gates whenever you want.” Deuteronomy 12:21 The apparent integration of
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written and oral laws seems to indicate that Israel saw the Oral Law as Torah. Whether God
accepted the equality of the two is a different matter entirely.
The oral tradition of Israel has stirred a heated debate amongst scholars. Egypt carved
their history, and their records have been found from the bronze age, leading some scholars not
to believe that Israel passed information through oral methods, but that ancient Israel did not
exist at all. If the methodology of oral tradition is real, then it will be archaeology that will build
the case for ancient Israel.
However not everyone sees the oral tradition as a poor inconsistent medium of
communication: current research of… modern oral societies has revealed an extraordinary ability
to memorize, preserve, and transmit even vast amounts of information over several generations.
Despite the need to treat oral tradition very cautiously, reliability cannot be rejected a priori,
because certain kinds of oral transmission – due to their genre and performative setting – tend to
be more stable and to preserve reliable historical information better than others. Sequentially
arranged narratives or traditions may testify to a concept of time in which accuracy (in the
sequence and description of events, persons, etc.) does matter and thus exemplify a genre for
more able to preserve a tradition in a historically reliable way than, for example, topically
arranged myth.
Relevance to the transmitter and his or her interest in a tradition often makes it more
viable, stable, and historically reliable… These motivating factors increase the possibility of a
prolonged oral tradition. “Identity-related information, such as ancestral heritage and religious
practices are important to people, especially to ‘immigrant minorities’ which would include
Judeans… captured and deported to Babylonia. On the question of whether biblical narrative
exhibits signs of oral transmission… (Frank H.) Polak has made a good case for the books of
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Kings being created in a markedly oral environment.” 235 Today, it seems from the written Torah
and the Tanakh as a whole that the oral law has taken Israel off course but Jewish leaders would
say that a new course is the very reason for the oral law.
The issue of oral transmission regarding the history of ancient Israel both culturally and
spiritually remains a great debate among scholars. Archaeologists have a part to play in
discovering the truth. The more artifacts of ancient Israel that can be discovered, the more weight
can be given to the birth of a nation and the means by which they chose to record their history
and their spiritual texts. The final question is why Israel strayed so far from the written Torah if
the oral transmission was a reliable medium for passing information from one generation to the
next.
Miracles
Miracles constitute another major area of conflict in the minimalism and maximalism
debate. Hume and other naturalists hold to at least five criticisms: “
1. Miracles require law, but law negates miracles.
2. The defender of miracles holds a uniform law, while denying it.
3. Miracles, even if provable, do not prove deity.
4. Miracles can always be reduced to natural events.
5. Science requires us to reduce miracles to natural events.” 236
Hume assumed that there is an “‘unalterable experience’ against miracles and concluded
that they do not occur;” 237 however, Hume’s reasoning was circular. Part of Hume’s argument
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was a lack of firsthand evidence for alleged miracles. However, “miracles cannot be ruled out a
priori in our contemporary Einsteinian universe where, in the words of philosopher Max Black,
the concept of cause is ‘a peculiar, unsystematic, and erratic notion,’ so that ‘any attempt to state
a ‘universal law of causation’ must be futile.” 238 However, “the compelling nature of Jesus’s
religious claims is the basis of his deity, and his deity on the basis of the miracle of his
resurrection from the dead.” 239 Evidential apologetics argument is solely based on the premise of
the resurrection of Jesus from the dead.
According to Mayers, “history is not just past events. History is also the written record of
the past.” 240 Miracles are not scientific, but they are historical. Scholars doubt miracles because
they are not scientific and, therefore, doubt the validity of those people associated with those
miracles. However, Bart Ehrman, an atheist New Testament scholar, states, “There was a
historical Jesus, a Jewish teacher of first-century Palestine who was crucified by the Roman
prefect Pontius Pilate.” 241 Since scholars agree the historical Jesus existed that fact makes what
he said and what he did increasingly likely. Historians can look at the evidence and begin
building an argument for Jesus specifically and miracles generally. Archaeologists, along with
historians, work to uncover the reality of historical people while theology will take over to unveil
the miraculous.
Therefore, Craig Evans is able to state:
What archaeologists and historians find can also be called verisimilitude, or “resemblance
to the truth,” that is, resemblance or likeness to the way things really were. This means
that the writings of the Bible speak of real people, real places, and real events. Many of
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these things can be corroborated by archaeological discoveries and by other ancient
sources. 242
If Evans is correct, then minimalists have lost the authority to try and remove evangelicals and
traditional maximalists from academic circles. Yet, a few modern Christian apologists recognize
“the defeat inherent in a capitulation of subjectivity.” 243 John Henry Newman and C. S. Lewis
are prime examples of such apologists.
Steven Cowan and Terry Wilder note:
Most historians accept the testimony of ancient historians, for example, unless there are
compelling reasons for doing otherwise – even though those historians wrote centuries
after the events occurred and their testimony is preserved by only a handful of late
manuscripts. The fact that the New Testament writers were decent, moral men who
penned their testimonies of Jesus only a few decades after the events to which they refer
and the fact that abundant manuscript evidence has enabled modern scholars to restore
the original text of these documents with a very high degree of accuracy, should demand
that historians at least treat these documents with the level of credibility granted these
other sources. 244
The maximalist not only has a sound argument, but one built of sound reason despite the
backlash from the minimalist.
Predeconstructionism
In contemporary debate, “the modern reductionist scholar claims to see through the
delusions that ensnared both the authors and premodern readers.” 245 The deconstruction of truth
and authority can be tied to Jacques Derrida’s idea of deconstructionism. In premodern times
with the focus on the authority of the authorities, the authorities could write exactly what they
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meant. In modern times, the authority moves to the text and the question of “what is being said.”
The authority no longer rested with the author but with the text itself. In postmodern times, the
authority rested with the reader. They would ask, “What does the text mean to me?” It did not
matter what the author meant or what the text said, only how readers interpreted it for
themselves. However, society has entered a new phase defined for the first time by this work
called “predeconstructionism.” The authority of truth no longer rests with a single reader’s
interpretation but must follow the wishes of the mob. The mob being any group of people
capable of deciding together on an idea and then working together to discredit any opposing idea.
In predeconstructionism, truth is only truth if the mob says it is truth. The author, the text, and
the reader are no longer relevant; only the interpretation of the mob is relevant. The mob can be
any group gathered together to form a single idea, and any idea outside the conclusion of the
mob is rejected without consideration.
Truth is no longer an idea to be researched but merely an idea to be pushed through
society by academic bullies. The most visible area in which to see predeconstructionism in
society is in religious truth. Any conclusions involving the supernatural generally and an active
God specifically are rejected immediately with the message that those views are so far outside
the view of the mob that they cannot be true at all. Religious bias rejects any significant
conclusion; however, this line of reasoning commits the “genetic fallacy,” the error in logic of
dismissing an argument because of where it comes from. Eventually, predeconstructionism will
tear at the fabric of politics and society, but for now, it has removed an entire portion of religious
academics from mainstream scholarship.
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For today, postmodern ideologies provide a backdrop for the challenges facing
contemporary Christian apologetics. Among the questions of contemporary audiences are the
following:
Is religious knowledge possible? Can reason establish religious truths? If so, in what
specific ways? If not, then is religion (Christianity) simply conjecture or superstition?
What role does faith play in religious knowledge? Is faith partly predicated upon
intellectual reasons for believing, or is faith a sheer act of the will? What role does divine
revelation play in religious knowledge? Are there good reasons to believe revelation has
happened? Does one even need good reasons to believe revelation has happened? What is
the nature of divine revelation? How, when, where?
Are there good reasons to believe there is a God? Several arguments for God’s existence,
independent of appeals to divine revelation, have been constructed over the centuries.
Among them are cosmological arguments (the universe, or aspects of it, need an
explanation, and God is the best explanation), teleological arguments (the complex yet
orderly nature of the physical world, or components of it, implies an intelligent designer),
ontological arguments (the very concept of God necessitates God’s existence), and
appeals to religious experience (religious experiences are like perceptual experiences;
they imply awareness of objective, transcendent reality). Interestingly, some Christians
deny that God’s existence can be rationally demonstrated (or shown to be likely),
insisting that God’s existence must be accepted based on faith. Many critics of
Christianity doubt that any knowledge of God can be discovered by reason and feel that
appeals to faith or Scripture or tradition are rationally unacceptable.
Are miracles possible, and are there good reasons to believe miracles have happened?
Defining miracles as events that truncate physical processes, some critics of Christianity
insist that such events are impossible. All events result from prior conditions within
nature. Even if miracles are possible, arguments have been offered to conclude that there
is no good reason to believe miracles have happened.
Is the Bible trustworthy? If biblical claims seem to clash with knowledge confirmed by
science or by historical investigation, or if diverse claims within Scripture (testimonies
about historical events, moral precepts, theological declarations) contradict one another,
does this mean that the Bible is not trustworthy? Some critics of Christianity have said
that the Bible is untrustworthy.
How do science and Christianity interrelate? A straightforward reading of the Bible
suggests that the universe was created in six (twenty-four-hour) days. Further, the Bible
appears to assume a three-tiered topography of the universe: a watery heaven above the
earth (held back by a great sky-dome); a watery ocean beneath the earth; and the earth
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between these two cosmic oceans. Critics of Christianity sometimes allege that such
biblical images undermine the credibility of the Bible and of Christianity in general. 246
Despite the number of arguments made by maximalist scholars, minimalists also have a clear set
of criteria to defend their points.
Are there good reasons to believe various important doctrines of Christianity?
1. Is there good evidence for the Resurrection of Jesus?
2. Even if there is good reason to believe Jesus was resurrected, can one verify the accuracy
of the Christian interpretation of the meaning of Jesus’s resurrection?
3. Does the affirmation of the deity of Jesus make sense?
4. Does the affirmation of the Incarnation of God in Christ make sense?
5. Does the affirmation of the Trinity make sense?
If God is all-powerful and perfectly good, why is there evil? One of the deepest and most
perplexing questions for Christians concerns why a loving and all-powerful God would
permit the degree of suffering and evil that occurs in the world.
What is the relationship between Christianity and other religions? Are there rational
means by which to determine which, if any, religious system of beliefs is true or closest
to the truth? If so, what might those be? Further, can a loving God (eternally) condemn
adherents of other religions, many of whom sincerely believe in the teachings of their
religions, strive to live good lives, and have had little or no exposure to Christian
teaching?
How does Christianity compare to other competing worldviews? Even if there are good
reasons for accepting the Christian faith, are there better reasons for believing
worldviews that differ from Christianity? Do some worldviews better explain the world
we live in than others? 247
Among the issues relevant to scholars today are these: the relationship between faith and
knowledge, the existence of God, the trustworthiness of the Bible, revelation as a way of
knowing, other ways of knowing beyond historical and scientific approaches, how to understand
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evil and suffering, other religions, and various worldviews. Yet, eventually, the information will
get lost in the debate of interpretation. Eventually, archaeological interpretations will not be
about the evidence but about the mob the archaeologist represents. If archaeologists are separated
into two campscritical and conservativethen the camp (or mob) most closely connected to
the archaeologist will pressure the interpretation of the evidence to fit its camp. In the past
biblical archaeologists were accused of interpreting the archaeological artifacts to fit the biblical
narrative, however, a shift has begun amongst the mob of critical scholars to think less about the
artifact before their eyes and more about the greater implications of its existence on the
archaeologists’ worldview.
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CHAPTER 6: ARCHAEOLOGY AND THEOLOGY
Many critical and conservative scholars have concluded that archaeology cannot speak to
the theology of Judaism and Christianity. However, occasionally archaeology can and has
spoken to the historical sciences and even verified religious artifacts mentioned in the Bible. It
can speak to the tangible history but not the spiritual theology. As Professor J. Edward Wright
has written:
Many of the practitioners in the twentieth century were devout people—mostly Christians
—who thought that archaeology could provide them with “scientific evidence” to prove
the Bible’s historicity and, concomitantly, its theology. They firmly believed that
archaeology could bolster their confessional apologetics and help them defend their
religious beliefs in a society that increasingly valued “scientific” evidence. It was only
natural that untrained and ill-informed popularizers would seize upon the “scholarly”
discoveries, interpret them within their theological matrix, and exploit them shamelessly
for their purposes. 248
Therefore, Wright’s conclusion leaves scholars with the question, “Can archaeology speak to
theology?” Can a discovered archaeological artifact illuminate theological concepts such as
soteriology, Christology, pneumatology, eschatology, or other divisions of systematic theology
and inform biblical and historical theologies as well? Fortunately, discoveries are being made
that are capable to reveal theology. Certain artifacts that archaeologists have discovered have the
ability to explain a certain tenant of theology, in other words, discoveries that allow certain
theological concepts to be affirmed by the evidence being unearthed.
One of the areas where scholars disagree when it comes to revealing theology through
archaeological artifacts is the parameters for the study, which colors the conclusions that the
study eventually reaches. Critical scholars will claim that any proposed theological connection to
an archaeological artifact is forced because these critical scholars disregard the divine authority
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of the Bible and the theology contained within it. Other scholars, even conservative scholars,
require proof from which to build a theological hypothesis regarding those artifacts and
determine whether they reveal a theological concept. Sadly, short of finding Noah’s ark, the Ark
of the Covenant, or the sign from the top of Jesus’s cross, many
scholars miss the theological message found in the pieces that
have been discovered. Earlier in this treatise, I identified the
Apologetics/Archaeology Grid (see Fig. 1), a chart that
compartmentalized the circumstances under which an
archaeological artifact might contain apologetical properties. The grid allows a scholar to weigh
an artifact for its apologetic value based on how it relates to the theological principles of the
Bible. In this section, I evaluated a few secondary artifacts, secondary in the sense that they
reference the nature of Noah’s Ark, the Ark of the Covenant, and the Tabernacle, yet are not the
original pieces themselves. Therefore, the artifact must instead be measured on the apologetics
archaeology grid (Fig. 1) to evaluate the weight of its apologetic nature.
When using the grid, a conservative scholar can take a single archaeological artifact and
evaluate it against the theological concept found in the Bible. In this cumulative case view of
apologetics, the second collaborating source is not another artifact but the inerrant Word of God.
In other words, the artifact is a physical piece of evidence that an apologist might use in a
classical apologetic case, while the scriptural side would be used by a presuppositional case;
together, both would be evaluated through the eclectic lens of the cumulative case. If the premise
is accepted that all theology is connected to the words of Scripture, then connecting archaeology
and theology consists of connecting an artifact to a theological concept in the Bible.
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An example of this is the “minimalist facts” apologetic approach by Gary Habermas, an
approach whose validity is generally accepted in debate and scholarly publications by both
critical and conservative scholars. The approach affirms the following:
•

Jesus died by crucifixion.

•

After the crucifixion, the disciples had experiences that they believed were
appearances of the risen Jesus.

•

Utterly transformed by the belief in the resurrection, the disciples would willingly die
for their belief, and some did.

•

The resurrection was proclaimed very early.

•

Paul, a skeptic, came to believe in Jesus when he had experiences that he believed
were appearances of the risen Jesus.

•

James, the brother of Jesus, a skeptic, came to believe in Jesus when he had
experiences that he believed were appearances of the risen Jesus. 249

The first point is revealed in the gospels, and the other five points are found in the book
of Acts. Therefore, the entire apologetic argument rests on the foundation of revealed Scripture.
If a scholar is looking at the apologetic properties of archaeology and, by so doing, connects
theology and archaeology, the precedent has been set that at least one-half of the argument can
be built from revelations from Scripture.
The importance of this argument deals with the lack of firsthand artifacts with the truth
claims found in Scripture that deals with theology. While firsthand artifacts do exist but rest
undiscovered at the time of this writing in 2022, apologetic evangelicals must accept that there is
no theology built, fully described, or taught through artifacts alone but only through a connection
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of an artifact with a revelation from Scripture. The partnership between artifact and Scripture
builds a strong apologetic understanding of theology. The apologetics archaeology grid can help
demonstrate the depths of the connection in the face of firsthand artifacts revealed in the Bible.
Noah’s Ark and the Ark of the Covenant
The yet undiscovered Noah’s Ark remains one of the great mysteries in biblical
archaeology. Amateurs and scholars alike have devoted countless hours searching for its final
resting place. Until the time of its discovery, however, the academic community must rely on
secondhand artifacts. Some artifacts depict Noah’s ark as a boat, even though they do not adhere
to the biblical dimensions. Per Genesis:
Make yourself an ark of gopher wood. Make rooms in the ark and cover it with pitch
inside and outside. 15 This is how you are to make it: The ark will be 450 feet long, 75
feet wide, and 45 feet high. 16 You are to make a roof, finishing the sides of the ark to
within eighteen inches of the roof. You are to put a door in the side of the ark. Make it
with lower, middle, and upper decks. Genesis 6:14–16
Early CE mosaic conceptions of the ark depict it artistically rather than following the dimensions
given in the Bible. In the face of the ark’s undiscovered status, the dimensions given in the
Hebrew Bible and recent archaeological discoveries help reveal an essential Christian theology.
Recent discoveries of mosaic flood scenes have created a theological debate about
Noah’s ark and soteriology. There are mosaic works such as the “twelfth-century mosaic
depiction of Noah’s ark in the Armenian Chapel of St. Helena in the Church of the Holy
Sepulchre in Jerusalem,” 250 depicting a more traditional image of a boat. (Appendix A-1)
However, inside the Huqoq Synagogue, archaeologist Jodi Magness studied a biblical portrayal
of the animals gathering in pairs but entering an object quite different from that recognizable as a

250
David N. Bivin and Joshua Tilton, “Days of the Son of Man,” Jerusalem Perspective,
https://www.jerusalemperspective.com/22983/, 2021.

109

boat. (Appendix A-1) In the mosaic, an animal parade is depicted, “two by two, animals walk
toward Noah’s ark, represented as a large wooden box on legs. The animals include ostriches,
foxes, leopards, lions, snakes, sheep, bears, donkeys, camels, and elephants…based on Genesis
6:11-7:10.” 251 An additional image that reappears in another mosaic from Mopsuestia—today
Misis/Yakapinar in the province of Adana in south Turkey, excavated in the 1950s. In a Misis
temple mosaic, pieces were found by Ludwig Budde in 1955 showing Noah’s ark not as a long,
three-decked boat as described in the Bible or an artistic rendering of an image resembling a
recognizable boat but once again as an image of a box with four legs (see Appendix A-1).
It seems odd that an important piece of world history would be depicted as a box when
the dimensions are clearly stated in the Hebrew Bible. So, the question remains: why a box with
four legs? The answer lies in the inscription found in the Huqoq synagogue, which reveals how
Noah and the ark were viewed theologically. ΚΙΒΩΤΟΣ ΝΩΕ Ρ means either “the ark of Noah
the Redeemer” or “the Redeeming ark of Noah” 252 (Appendix A-1). Developing the theological
idea of the exclusivity of God’s salvation, the mosaic emphasizes the idea that God provided a
single way of salvation from the flood, as well as a single way for an individual’s salvation. A
conclusion can be drawn that the mosaics were not intended by their creators to show the ark
historically but rather theologically.
Before the mosaics were rendered, Scripture was undergoing a period of translations,
trying to understand the theological connection of what would be two arks and soteriology.
Wachsmann writes about the transformation of the ark’s imagery through the time of the
Tanakh’s first real language translation from Hebrew to Greek.
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The Hebrew Bible uses the same term, tievah (Hebrew: )תיבה, for both Noah’s ark and for
the container in which the baby Moses was set adrift on the Nile River (Exodus 2:3, 2:56). This term itself perhaps derives from ṭubbû, a Babylonian type of watercraft. The
Bible, however, employs an entirely different Hebrew term—aron (Hebrew: —)ארוןfor
the “Ark” of the Covenant, the same Hebrew term used for Joseph’s coffin (Genesis
50:26).
An interesting change in terminology takes place in the Septuagint, the Greek translation
of the Hebrew Bible from the third century BC, which employs the same
term, kibotos (Greek: κɩβωτός)—meaning an enclosed wooden container used to store
valuable objects—for both Noah’s Ark and the Ark of the Covenant, while the Septuagint
terms baby Moses’s floating receptacle a thibis (Greek: θῖβɩς) or “basket.” The reason for
this change of wording in the Septuagint is unclear. 253
In rabbinic literature, the two terms—tievah and aron—appear to be synonymous. The Mishnah,
codified by Rabbi Judah ha-Nasi (the Prince) around CE 200, uses tievah to denote something of
religious significance that is clearly not a watercraft (Ta’anit 2:1; Megillah 3:1). Perhaps it refers
to a movable structure for storing Torah scrolls in a synagogue. The Jerusalem Talmud, which
was compiled in the late fourth century CE, describes the Ark of the Covenant (aron) as
consisting of three tievahs, that is, “boxes,” nestled one inside the other (Shekalim 6.1). 254
Yet, why would a picture of a box be used to describe the salvific aspect of the ark? The
answer lay inside another piece of biblical history representing God’s presence and the
exclusivity of salvation. The Ark of the Covenant is another God-ordered piece that represents
his presence and power. The Ark of the Covenant is filled with theological lessons, many of
which are recorded in the Bible. Yet the design of the Ark of the Covenant should be taken into
account, as it is described as a box with four legs (Appendix A-1). The relief reflects the way
Scripture describes the shape of the Ark of the Covenant. The Ark of the Covenant-like image is
depicted as a rectangular box carried on poles. From the history of the artifact’s journey, “The
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first Europeans to see the basalt orthostats were members of the Chesney expedition, during their
travels in 1836.” 255 The Bible Lands Museum in Jerusalem has a basalt relief from Arslan Tash
(Northern Syria, ancient Hadatu) from c. 800–750 BCE, which depicts two men carrying a
rectangular box on poles. 256 Noah’s Ark and the Ark of the Covenant have both been drawn in
ways that do not match the exact design of the biblical instructions; however, the distinctions still
allow for identification of the item depicted in the artifact. The specific pieces that mix the
imagery of the two raise theological questions.
The early church fathers saw the theological connection between the salvation that was
offered to those who would enter Noah’s Ark and the salvation found in Yahweh seated on the
Ark of the Covenant. The artist was trying to show the theological correlation between Noah’s
Ark and the Ark of the Covenant. The box imagery of Noah’s ark described in the scribes’ BCE
translation of the Scriptures and the artistic creativity understood by the early church fathers
shows the theological understanding of the exclusivity of salvation. Together these elements help
modern theologians see the connection made by Jewish scribes and early Christian leaders and
artisans in their understanding of the theology of soteriology. During every stage of history,
every time God made a way for someone to be saved, there was only one way, as described in 1
Peter: who in the past were disobedient, when God patiently waited in the days of Noah while
the ark was being prepared. In it a few—that is, eight people,—were saved through water (1
Peter 3:20).
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The Tabernacle
“They are to make a sanctuary for me so that I may dwell among them.” Exodus 25:8,
and so, he told Moses to build a portable Tabernacle that could travel with his people and be the
center of their new nation. God gave detailed instructions to Moses while they met on Mount
Sinai for the construction design of the Tabernacle. “These serve as a copy and shadow of the
heavenly things, as Moses was warned when he was about to complete the Tabernacle. For God
said, Be careful that you make everything according to the pattern that was shown to you on the
mountain.” Hebrews 8:5 There has been considerable controversy about the Tabernacle, coming
in different forms. Kenneth Kitchen gives one example. “The Tabernacle (Mishkan in Hebrew)
has long been the subject of scholarly controversy. In the 19th century, skeptics claimed it was
simply a fiction, fabricated by priests during or after the Babylonian Exile. This view has
persisted, particularly as support for the contention that the text was composed at that time.
Archaeological evidence, however, is now available to rebut this position.” 257 Today, we still do
not have pieces of the tabernacle but have secondary evidence to support its existence.
How do scholars today know whether the Hebrews and Moses were really in Egypt, or
even whether Moses received instructions from God for building a Tabernacle as described in the
Tanakh? How does someone know the Tabernacle was real or, as a critical minimalist might
suggest, just a made-up history needed during the time of the kings to strengthen Israel as a
nation? Did Ezra, or someone like him, simply develop a religious path for Israel to follow, or
were stories passed down from generation-to-generation tweaked and twisted to fit the contextual
circumstances of the tribes to help them become one nation? One of the strongest arguments to
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answer these questions comes from archaeology and the Hebrews’ connection to Egyptmore
specifically, the connection of Moses and the house of pharaoh.
God gave Moses strict instructions on how to build the Tabernacle, including its length,
width, which way it would face, the contents that would be placed inside, and the materials and
colors used in the making of the tent. God left nothing to be decided by man (Appendix A-2).
The argument for the Tabernacle is the same as that for the ark. There is no firsthand proof; none
of the elements of the Tabernacle have ever been found. However, a parallel was made between
the biblical description of the Tabernacle and the battlefield throne room of Rameses II,
discovered as a relief in Egypt. The Egyptian architecture at Abu Simbel reveals a military camp
of Rameses II at Qedesh, dating from the mid-13th century BCE (Appendix A-2), “carved out of
a sandstone cliff on the west bank of the Nile, south of Korosko (modern Kuruskū). The temples
were unknown to the outside world until their rediscovery in 1813 by the Swiss researcher
Johann Ludwig Burckhardt. They were first explored in 1817 by an early Egyptologist Giovani
Battista Belzoni.” 258 Inside the rectangular enclosure is a two-part tent: a square inner part for the
pharaoh, whose golden throne is flanked by winged cherubim, designed just like the back square
part of the tent housing the Ark of the Covenant, whose lid is adorned with winged cherubim
representing a throne for Yahweh in the inner sanctum of the Tabernacle, with the outer part
serving as a reception room 259 (Appendix A-2) for pharaoh and the outer part of the Tabernacle
as a preparation room for the priest. The parallels between Rameses II battlefield throne room
and the traveling Tabernacle of Yahweh are noteworthy.
The parallels between Ramesses’ camp and the biblical Tabernacle, beginning with the
dimensions, are striking. In each of the reliefs, Ramesses’ camp forms a rectangular
courtyard twice as long as it is wide. The main entrance to the courtyard is located in the
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middle of one of the short walls. A road leads from this entrance to the first of two
adjacent tents, the so-called reception tent, the entrance to which lies directly in the
middle of the courtyard. The length of the reception tent is twice its width (and, judging
from the Abu Simbel relief, its height). The reception tent leads into the pharaoh’s throne
tent, which is square, each side being equal to the width of the reception tent. The tent
and the camp lie on an east-west axis, with the entrance to the east. Although the
orientation is not clear in the reliefs, an inscription at the Ramesseum records that the
Hittite chariots pursued the Egyptian princes to the west end of the camp, that is, the
camp’s back side. How does this compare with the desert Tabernacle? The Tabernacle is
encompassed by a rectangular courtyard 100 cubits in length and 50 in width, mirroring
the 2:1 ratio found at Ramesses’ camp. Like the Egyptian camp, the Tabernacle is
oriented east-west, with the entrance to the courtyard in the middle of the eastern wall.
The Tabernacle entrance lies directly at the center of the courtyard. The first room
consists of a forechamber, the length of which is twice its height and width. The second
room, the Holy of Holies, is a cube, the measurement of each side equaling the width of
the forechamber. The similarities reach beyond the ground plan: At Abu Simbel
Ramesses II’s cartouche, in the inner tent, is flanked on either side by a representation of
the winged falcon god Horus; the birds’ wings cover the pharaoh’s golden throne. In the
innermost room of the Tabernacle, the wings of two cherubim cover Yahweh’s golden
throne: 260
Make two cherubim of gold—make them of hammered work—at the two ends of the
cover [of the Ark of the Covenant]….The cherubim shall have their wings spread out
above, shielding the cover with their wings. They shall confront each other, the faces of
the cherubim being turned toward the cover….There I will meet with you, and I will
impart to you—from above the cover, from between the cherubim that are on top of the
Ark of the Covenant—all that I will command you concerning the Israelite people.
Exodus 25:18–22
As Moses, was growing up in pharaoh’s house, he most likely would have seen the
design of the pharaoh’s battlefield throne room. It seems evident that when God gave Moses the
design for the Tabernacle, he gave him a design that was familiar to Moses and signified that
God was living among his people. God desired for his people to understand that he dwelled
among them.
However, a major problem exists for maximalists who hold to an early date for the
exodus. Moses and the Hebrews would have left Egypt 200 years before Ramesses II ever fought
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the battle of Kadesh. The biblical dating and the archaeological evidence lend itself to supporting
an early date so a common design must have been used by pharaohs during their war campaigns.
The tent-sanctuary appears to have been patterned to some degree after an Egyptian
military camp. Naturally, this raises some questions. If the pattern was shown to Moses
by God, why would God select an Egyptian military camp? Denis Fortin pointed out,
…Balaam, when looking down at the arrangement of the Hebrews camp, recognized that
God had set Himself up as king in their midst (Num 23:21–22). Was he able to discern
this through observation or because he was told this directly in the oracle that God gave
him? Certainly, this … shows that the former is possible. The Hebrew camp appears to
have reflected a familiar style to those living in the Levant. The Egyptian military camp
would have been well-known in the Levant because of the many Egyptian military
campaigns. Regardless of when the Exodus event took place (either in the early 18th or
early 19th dynasties) the Egyptian military had changed little. There had been some
minor changes, however. Sometime shortly after Amenhotep II’s early reign, chariot
wheels had increased by one spoke. Sometime after Tutankhamun’s death, an extra
military division was added. However, early rulers of the 19th dynasty had been generals
in the 18th dynasty military so that it was relatively unchanged by the time of Ramesses
II’s military camp (as depicted in the battle of Kadesh). Thus, regardless of when the
exodus event took place, the military camp would have looked relatively the same. 261
Unfortunately, archaeologists do not have any other archaeological evidence of pharaoh’s
war room discovered as of to-date. However, Amenhotep II was known as a warrior pharaoh and
lead Egypt into many successful military campaigns. Moses would have seen the war room
allowing God to use it to send a theological message to his people through the design of the
Tabernacle.
Despite, all that remains is the single relief on Egyptian architecture and the design of the
Tabernacle written in the Bible. If these two pieces of evidence are placed on the apologetics
archaeology grid, then the evidence of the Egyptian relief is physical evidence, and the biblical
account is a truth claim leaving the scholar with at least a possibility, if not a high probability,
that a theological message is being conveyed.
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It is more likely that Moses and the Hebrews in Egypt, were set free, and that Moses
received a message on Mt. Sinai regarding the Tabernacle matching the dimensions of pharaoh’s
battlefield throne room in the Late Bronze Age than Ezra making up a history for Israel and
designing a Tabernacle that happens to match the dimensions of pharaoh’s battlefield throne
room exactly. Apologetically, the parallels between the design of pharaoh’s battlefield throne
room and the description of the Tabernacle deal with the presence of God living amongst his
people. Egyptians saw pharaoh as a god, and Israel believed that Yahweh sat between the
cherubim. The parallel enters into the theologies of pneumology and proper theology. The
Egyptian relief and the Tabernacle design touch on the historicity of a pivotal season in Israel’s
history and give a conservative maximalist viewpoint to God being active and among his people.
The Jonah Sarcophagus
In the early years of the church fathers and the organization of the church, a sarcophagus
was one of the ways used to convey theology to the next generation.
The sarcophagus of third century CE Christian from Rome named Glycon was discovered
on the worksite of St. Peter’s Basilica in the sixteenth century. However, when found, it
was determined that it was not original to the area but placed there by an unknown person
at an unknown time. The sarcophagus depicts three scenes from the biblical book of
Jonah. On the left, Jonah is cast overboard into the mouth of a terrifying fish (Jonah 1:12:1). In the middle, at the bottom, Jonah is cast ashore from the mouth of the beast. On
the right side, God provides him with a plant in order to teach him compassion (Jonah
4:4-11). 262 (Appendix 3)
The centerpiece of the art is Jonah. Otto Mitius has placed him into three main categories: first,
Jonah on the ship and being cast overboard; second, Jonah is swallowed by a sea monster, which
is often combined with the first; and the third, showing Jonah being disgorged by the ketos and
resting under a gourd plant. 263 Once again, only one side of the theological argument can be
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found in an archaeological argument. There are no fish bones to admire, nor is there anything in
Ninevite history to speak of their repentance. Still, there is an archaeological artifact to place on
the apologetics archaeology grid, while the other side of the argument and the theological
implications are found in the truth claims of the Tanakh. A cumulative case apologetic is being
used to connect the evidence of the artifact to the truth claims from the Tanakh. However, it will
then need to overlap with presuppositional apologetics to make the connection to the theology of
Christology.
The Tanakh reads:
•

The LORD appointed a great fish to swallow Jonah, and Jonah was in the belly of the fish
three days and three nights. Jonah 1:17

•

Then the LORD commanded the fish, and it vomited Jonah onto dry land. Jonah 2:10

•

Then the LORD God appointed a plant, and it grew over Jonah to provide shade for his
head to rescue him from his trouble. Jonah was greatly pleased with the plant. Jonah 4:6

The sarcophagus tells the story of Jonah’s calling, disobedience, repentance, obedience, and the
transformation of Jonah’s life through the characteristic of compassion. There is a lot to learn
from the life of Jonah; however, it is his connection to the life of Jesus that illustrates the
theology of Jonah’s life.
Decorated sarcophagi are common in certain parts of the world. They are not an
invention of the Jews or the Christians.
The sarcophagus belongs to the pagan, Pannonian type sarcophagi that were often
decorated with Noric-Pannonian scrolls. What makes it unique in the region of Moesia is
its relief decoration on the front side. In the field usually used for an inscription, one finds
carved scenes from the Old Testament story of Jonah and the Good Shepherd. The
sarcophagus is considered in the context of the growing Early Christian community in
Singidunum and surrounding area. The iconography is discussed in close proximity with
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analogous images of Early Christian art that may have impacted the development of its
iconographic program. 264
The scenes and messages on sarcophagi became a part of the culture in the Balkans. There were
many different versions with basically the same message. The far-left panel still reveals the
account of Jonah, but farther to the right are a woman praying, a philosopher, the Good
Shepherd, and the baptism of Christ (Appendix A-3). The imagery is once again designed to
show a theological message. Across several of these sarcophagi, the message of Christology is
depicted:
In Matthew 12:39-41 (and 16:1-2, 4), Jesus is challenged by his Pharisee opponents to
prove himself by performing a miraculous sign. He responds by rejecting the challenge
and making the enigmatic comment that no sign would be given to his contemporaries
‘but the sign of Jonah’ (12:39). The parallel implied in this comment is clarified by
Jesus’s explanation in the succeeding verses: as Jonah had been three days and nights in
the belly of a great fish, so the Son of Man would be three days and three nights in the
heart of the earth (12:40). The Ninevites who heard Jonah’s preaching and repented
would, at the last judgment, condemn the generation of Jesus who had listened to the
preaching of ‘one greater than Jonah’ and had ignored it (12:41). 265
Mihajlo Valtrovic has suggested that the sarcophagi found are not unique in the region: “The
construction of the Belgrade Jonah sarcophagus is similar to the majority of Pannonian
sarcophagi.” 266 It would seem that the use of Messianic imagery was a common theological
practice to help preserve the message of Christ and the foreshadowing of the Christ in the
Hebrew Bible.
It seems clear that the artist was trying to teach and make connections between Jonah and
Jesus, as did the apostle Matthew. The artists’ message in their work was intentional. “The
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scenes from the book of Jonah are often observed in a typological manner, as foreshadowing
Christ’s resurrection.” 267 The pieces were clearly meant to be lessons in theological Christology.
The Christogram Sarcophagus
Just as the Balkans witnessed the design of sarcophagi, Rome was also developing the
practice, not just Christians but pagans as well: “Marble sarcophagi with figural relief carving
were produced in Rome for over 300 years, from around AD 100 into the first decades of the
fifth century.” 268 One of the most theologically interesting sarcophagi is a “large Roman
sarcophagus belonging to a Christian woman named Julia Latronilla, (Appendix A-4) who died
in approximately 330 CE—shortly after Constantine’s Edict of Toleration, which allowed
Christians to worship freely.” 269 While no one knows the exact time nor place it was in situ, Elie
Borowski procured it for the Lands of the Bible Collection. 270 The sarcophagus depicts a number
of Tanakh and New Testament scenes.
Specifically, the scenes either are imagery of Christ or images from the Tanakh with
Messianic overtones. The imagery is put together to convey a theological message about Christ,
starting with Abraham’s near-sacrifice of Isaac (Genesis 22), the miracle at Cana where Jesus
turned water into wine (John 2:1-11), and Jesus’s triumphal entry into Jerusalem (Matthew 21:111; see Appendix 4).
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In the understanding of the early church, “[T]he near sacrifice of Isaac in Genesis is a
clear Messianic reference to the sacrificial lamb.” 271 These early church believers remembered
that at Jesus’s baptism, John the Baptist exclaimed: “The next day John saw Jesus coming
toward him and said, ‘Look, the Lamb of God, who takes away the sin of the world!’” John 1:29
The imagery and the truth claims of Scripture was beginning to build a theological message.
Here John was using the imagery of the Abraham and Isaac episode in Genesis 22:13 to
speak about Jesus: “Abraham looked up and saw a ram caught in the thicket by its horns. So
Abraham went and took the ram and offered it as a burnt offering in place of his son.” Genesis
22:13 John’s declaration established Jesus as the sacrifice of God for the sins of the world. The
first image on the sarcophagus would be the purpose of the Messiah. Messianic theology sees the
near sacrifice of Isaac as one of the cornerstone images in the Hebrew Bible. It shows a full
understanding of what God was doing with Abraham and the implications for Israel and the rest
of the world.
The circle in the center is one of the earliest known depictions of the Christogram, a
symbol that combines the first two letters of the Greek name for Christ, chi (X) and rho (P).
Apologetically, the early church had a high and rich understanding of Christology. Rudolf Karl
Bultmann stated, “The earliest Christology is the highest Christology.” 272 Since the Bible was not
fully canonized by the time these sarcophagi were created, they reveal the theological
understanding of the early church in the area of Christology. Critical scholars and atheists try to
point to the distance between the events of Jesus and the recording of the events. However, Gary
Habermas and other leading conservative scholars believe that Christological creeds were being
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developed within five years after the ascension of Jesus. 273 The different sarcophagi mentioned in
this section of the work give conservative scholars an early time frame to demonstrate the early
church’s understanding of theology and, specifically, Christology.
Each of the four different artifacts depicting unique pieces of theology speaks to a piece
of Christian theology, including soteriology, proper theology, and Christology. Alone, each
artifact tells a theological story but then placed next to the Bible in an apologetic setting, each
artifact begins to clarify the nature of God’s work. The truth claims of the Bible placed next to
the artifact reveals on the apologetics archaeological grid that each artifact exposes theology to
the one studying the artifact.
Looking at the millions of artifacts from pot shards to the Dead Sea Scrolls dug up or
discovered, only a handful can clarify and uncover an understanding of theology. Most of the
artifacts discovered reveal anthropomorphic patterns inside a particular people group.
Thankfully, even many of those discoveries teaching about the history of a people and their
culture can still be used apologetically. The next three chapters are devoted to those pieces and
what they might offer in an apologetic setting.
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CHAPTER 7: TANAKH AND THE SECOND TEMPLE PERIOD FINDS
The scholar intending to build an apologetic case often employs a top-down argument.
The goal is to take what is known and filter the information into a reliability argument. In the
argument, the apologist is “perceiving the world around us by drawing from what we already
know in order to interpret new information … Top-down theories are hypothesis-driven and
stress the importance of higher mental processes such as expectations, beliefs, values, and social
influences.” 274 In apologetics, the higher mental process is to take faith, beliefs, and values and
move others to a similar place through the use of evidence such as,
•

Early writing

•

Eyewitnesses

•

Archaeology

•

Criteria (sources including outside Scripture)

•

Multiple attestation

•

Enemy attestation 275

However, past experiences, education, and emotions all play a factor in how evidence is
perceived. Rousay writes about the influence of a person in an apologetic encounter:
Throughout our lifetime we construct schemas, which consist of past experiences, prior
knowledge, emotions, and expectations, and then use these schemas to form hypotheses
upon the arrival of new information. In other words, the use of our senses to perceive
incoming information is not enough and the use of prior knowledge and experiences is
necessary in order to hypothesize the meanings of new information. 276
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In this chapter, I use certain significant archaeological finds to help build a variety of
apologetic arguments. Cumulative case apologetics needs an assortment of arguments based on
the person to whom the gospel is being shared based on their background—experiences,
education, and emotions. Each of the pieces studied deals with them as a specific archaeological
artifact or site (tell or tel) and the archaeological impact it has on apologetics. The artifacts carry
different information about God or how God interacts with his people placing value on each
artifact in different apologetic arguments. For example, a script written from an eyewitness
account may be valued differently than an enemy attestation, as many of the records come from
outside of Israel and speak to the existence of Israel and connect the historical events of Egypt
and Assyria to the history of Israel. Though much has been found to help support the field of
apologetics, Alfred Hoerth found the work of Edwin Yamauchi key, as Yamauchi has stated four
fundamental assertions that every theological scholar must remember:
1. Very little of what was made or written in antiquity survives to this day.
2. Very few of the ancient sites have been surveyed or even found.
3. Probably less than 2 percent of the known have been meaningfully excavated.
4. Few sites have been more than scratched (many would take centuries to fully excavate).
Only a fraction of the fraction that has been excavated has been published and become
available to the scholarly world. 277
Even though archaeologists have generations of materials to study, Yamauchi reminds
the scholastic world not to forget the centuries of material yet to be discovered and studied. The
number of materials yet to be unearthed or that have been lost altogether leaves scholars needing
more than mere artifacts to draw an interpretation. Yamauchi illustrated the path, based on the
Venn diagram in Fig. 3, required of scholars who wish to work toward a proper interpretation.
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Figure 3: [Over Lapping Circles of Evidence.]
He writes, “If we divide our evidence for the reconstruction of ancient history into three
categories, 1) Traditions, 2) Inscriptions, 3) Materials, we can plot the theoretical combinations
as a series of overlapping circles which give us seven possible combinations.” 278 (The words in
parentheses were added by the author for clarification.) Rarely do archaeologists find data points
in all three circles and make undisputed interpretations. Many of the finds from more than a halfcentury ago are still being disputed today. It is fascinating that conservative and critical scholars
use some of the same events to defend their conclusions. Today’s apologetic scholars must study
the conclusions of Kathleen Kenyon and Bryant Wood, both of whom studied the same material
about the invasion of Jericho and drew completely different conclusions. Both scholars, and
many others, argue the how, when, or even whether there was a city to invade at the proper date.
Amarna Letters, an Unnamed Defixio, and the Conquest of Canaan (Appendix A-5)
One of the most significant archaeological finds in the Canaanite region is the Amarna
letters, a group of several hundred clay tablets inscribed with cuneiform (“wedge-shaped”)
writing that dates to the fourteenth century BC. The site where the tablets were found is
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described as: “Tell el-Amarna (the ‘hill of Amarna’), a plain located on the east bank of the Nile
River between Cairo or Memphis and Luxor in central Egypt, . . . where the ancient Egyptian
Pharaoh Amenhotep III (1390-1352 BC) and his reformer son Akhenaten (meaning ‘the splendor
of Aten’) with his wife Nefertiti made their new capital.” 279 The location of their discovery is
significant since Egypt is outside the area where cuneiform writing developed; the Amarna
letters testify to the use of the Mesopotamian script and the Akkadian language across the eastern
Mediterranean during this period. The majority of the 382 tablets are letters written from rulers
of the lands north of Egypt, but a few are letters from the Egyptian king, and there are also
tablets inscribed with myths, epics, syllabaries, lexical texts, and other lists—the kinds of texts
that were used to learn cuneiform writing.
The key apologetic characteristic of these letters is the constant mention of a group called
the Apiru, Hapiru, or Habiru. Joseph Holden and Norman Geisler have written, “Scholars have
agreed that Apiru (also Hapiru or Habiru) is etymologically equitable to Hebrew. This has led
some to believe that the Apiru references in the letters are to the Hebrews under Joshua’s
command.” 280 Alfred Hoerth disagrees with their conclusion and states, “The Hapiru do not seem
to fully correspond either in activity, locale, or time with what is known of the Hebrews….The
Hapiru were, more or less, a footloose, combative group, and the term Hapiru seems to have
become a synonym for one’s enemies.” 281 However, as Trent Butler observes, the “Habiru were
mentioned before the time of Abraham and, therefore, before the birth of the Hebrews as a
nation.” 282 The conclusion is that the root etymology of Hebrew does not come from Habiru.
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Rather, Hebrew comes from Ibri, going back to Abraham’s ancestor Eber; that is, Abraham and
his descendants are Eberites (Genesis 10:10-21; 11:10-26). 283
That does not, however, exclude the possibility that the biblical Hebrews were descended
as a specific group labeled Habiru and that with them, Hebrew and Habiru become intertwined
because they fit the description of a Habiru, allowing the term to serve as their identification in
Canaan until the Hebrews became more established as a people. This is an easy etymological
transition, as the Hebrews were slaves in Egypt and were poor and aggressive as they made their
way into the lands of Canaan. Ultimately based on the historicity of the biblical account and the
reports found on the Amarna letters, it is highly probable that the Habiru in the letters were the
Hebrews. 284 The Amarna letters become some of the most significant artifacts in apologetic
archaeology as they deal with the deep conflict of the conquest of Canaan.
One issue significant to the use of the Amarna letters is the probable date of the Exodus
and the subsequent conquest of Canaan. Eugene Merrill states,
The date of the exodus, the most important event in Israel’s past, is so crucial to the rest
of the story that it is mandatory to give some consideration to the problem of ascertaining
that date and as many other important dates as possible. Obviously, there is no reckoning
of time in the Old Testament with reference to BC or AD or any other point fixed and
known to the Old Testament authors, so the matter is more complicated than it might
ordinarily seem. 285
The ancient Egyptians themselves kept a record of time according to an astronomical cycle
called the Sothic cycle. One of the reasons many scholars today argue for a revised chronology of

283

Ibid., 698.

Bryant Wood, “From Ramesses to Shiloh: Archaeological Discoveries Bearing on the Exodus-Judges Period,”
Associates For Biblical Research, n.d., (2008): https://biblearchaeology.org/research/conquest-of-canaan/2403from-ramesses-to-shiloh-archaeological-discoveries-bearing-on-the-exodusjudges-period.
284

285

Eugene Merrill, An Historical Survey of the Old Testament, 2nd ed. (Grand Rapids, MI: Baker Books, 1991): 97.

127

ancient Egypt is the question whether the Sothic cycle is a reliable dating method. 286
Comparatively, the Bible has a different way of dating the conquest of Canaan.
Historical dating is often difficult, and the people of Israel were not consistently faithful
in following the Jubilee and Sabbatical years described in Leviticus 25 and 27. However,
Levitical priests such as Ezekiel and Jeremiah
…were faithful in carrying out their obligation to keep track of the Sabbatical and Jubilee
cycles over the years, whether or not the people chose to obey the commands associated
with those years. As in other Near Eastern societies, it was the duty of the priests to
preserve all calendrical cycles. As long as the priests did this, the system of Sabbatical
and Jubilee years was a marvelous device for measuring the years over a long period of
time. 287
Faithful judges and priests followed the cycle allowing, Jephthat, to know that it was 300 years
from the conquest of the trans-Jordan region to his own day. “While Israel lived three hundred
years in Heshbon and Aroer and their surrounding villages, and in all the cities that are on the
banks of the Arnon, why didn’t you take them back at that time?” Judges 11:26 It may also
explain how the author of 1 Kgs 6:1 knew that 479 years has passed from the Exodus to laying of
the foundation of Solomon’s Temple, so that he could date the latter event in the 480th year of the
Exodus era. “Solomon began to build the temple for the LORD in the four hundred eightieth
year after the Israelites came out of the land of Egypt, in the fourth year of his reign over Israel,
in the month of Ziv, which is the second month.” 1 Kings 6:1 The 1 Kings date has been the
most tradition date used by conservative scholars.
Later a source older than the Talmud came in to use, “the Seder ‘Olam Rabbah, a
rabbinic work of the second century A.D., attributed by the Talmud… to Rabbi Yose ben
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Halaphta, a disciple of the famous Rabbi Akiba. It is widely recognized that Seder ‘Olam
Rabbah forms the basis of the chronological reckonings of both the Jerusalem and Babylonian
Talmuds.” 288 Seder ‘Olam Rabbah gifted the region a common chronological way to maintain
records.
The calculation methods of the authors of the Talmud… were inadequate to determine
that the eighteenth year of Josiah was exactly forty-nine years before the vision of Ezek.
40:1. Talmudic reckoning of regnal years was by the non-accession method, which means
that the last year of a king’s life was counted twice, once for him and once for his
successor, so that one year needs to be subtracted from the Scriptural years of reign when
adding reign lengths to determine elapsed time. This method of calculation was taken
over from Seder ‘Olam Rabbah, where the non-accession method of counting is made
explicit in chs. 4 and 12. Furthermore, the 850 years that Seder ‘Olam Rabbah assigns to
Israel’s time in the land (ch 11) can only be reconciled when non-accession counting is
used for all Judean regnal years. This 850-year figure is accepted in the Talmud…
without question, again showing the great authority that the Talmud gave to Seder ‘Olam
Rabbah in chronological matters. 289
Much of the biblical and chronological cycles work out to 1406 BC (the early date),
while there is some archaeological evidence that points to 1230 BC (the late date) presented later
in this chapter. Today, most scholars can agree on dating for the conquest in the Late Bronze
Age, which includes multiple centuries 1500-1200 and the evidence that speaks to this era.
Trying to date the Exodus and the conquest of Canaan to a more specific time remains a
theoretical proposition due to the dating methods available at this time. The problem comes with
the conflicting dating of destruction found in the archaeological work throughout Canaan.
However, the Amarna letters reference the destruction of Canaan and can be used to piece
together the archaeological evidence into a coherent plan.
All Israel, foreigner and citizen alike, with their elders, officers, and judges, stood on
either side of the ark of the LORD’s covenant facing the Levitical priests who carried it.
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As Moses the LORD’s servant had commanded earlier, half of them were in front of
Mount Gerizim and half in front of Mount Ebal, to bless the people of Israel.34
Afterward, Joshua read aloud all the words of the law—the blessings as well as the
curses—according to all that is written in the book of the law. 35 There was not a word of
all that Moses had commanded that Joshua did not read before the entire assembly of
Israel, including the women, the little children, and the foreigners who were with them.
Joshua 8:33–35
The foreigners in this passage would be the Shechemites, and the passage demonstrates a
peaceful relationship between the two people groups, a relationship affirmed in the Amarna
letters.
A number of the Amarna letters indicate that the Shechemites were working with the
Habiru/ Israelites to expand their territory. Since Lab’avu was a third-generation ruler (EA 253),
there was continuity in leadership from the time of the conquest. This could account for a
continuing relationship between the Shechemites and the Habiru/Israelites. We have three letters
from the king of Shechem (EA 252-254). In one letter, Lab’avu has a somewhat defiant tone that
is much different from the letters from the other city-states (EA 252). These letters, coupled with
the fact that Shechem was fortified during this period, suggests that Shechem was somewhat
independent of Egyptian control and pursuing its own best interests.
•

The king of Jerusalem complains that Lab’avu gave the land of Shechem to the Habiru
(EA 289).

•

The sons of Lab’avu and Miliku, king of Gezer, are accused of giving the land of the king
(pharaoh) to the Habiru (EA 287).

•

The king of Megiddo charges, “Two sons of Lab’avu have indeed given their money to
the Habiru and to the Suteans in order to wage war against me” (EA246).

•

Lab’avu answers the charge that his son was “consorting with the Habiru” (EA 254).
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These references suggest a close alliance between Lab’avu and the Habiru. 290 In addition to the
Amarna letters and the Scriptures talking about the relationship between Shechem and Israel, a
new artifact has just been made publicly aware that satisfies Joshua 8:30-35 and Deuteronomy
11:29 which states “When the LORD your God brings you into the land you are entering to
possess, you are to proclaim the blessing at Mount Gerizim and the curse at Mount Ebal.”
A defixio was discovered in December 2019 when Scott Stripling led a team to wet sift
the discarded material from Adam Zertal’s excavations (1982-1989) on Mount Ebal. As of 2022,
the unnamed defixio was not found in situ but is unique in its dating due to the material and
script used in the amulet. The bent lead amulet was dated when Stripling worked with four
scientists: two epigraphers specialized in deciphering ancient text, as did Peter Gert der Veen and
Gershon Galil. The group dated the discovery to the Late Bronze Age but was excited to
discover a proto-alphabetic script stating a curse using the name YHW. With the placement of
Joshua 8 and Deuteronomy 11 together, the curse would be on Mount Ebal. The reading of the
amulet states (Appendix A-6)
Cursed, cursed, cursed–cursed by the God YHW.
You will die cursed.
Cursed you will surely die.
Cursed by YHW–cursed, cursed, cursed. 291
The ancient Hebrew inscription consists of 40 symbolic letters and is centuries older than
any known Hebrew inscription from ancient Israel. The amulet found on Mount Ebal confirms
the Biblical text and gives the academic community a new artifact carrying the name YHW
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hundreds of years earlier than anything else found in Israel. The artifact’s date gives support to
an early date for the conquest of Canaan. However, other archaeological data leaves the scholar
with an unclear picture of Israel’s conquest of Canaan.
I present below Table 2, and the archaeological evidence for the conquest of Canaan.
Then in an expanded commentary speak to some major levels of destruction that give the
archaeologist the dates of major battles in Canaan. These battles and the consequent levels of
destruction help give context to the Amarna letters and other artifact discoveries in these
cite/states.
Table 3: Destruction of Canaan
City-State

Bible Passage

Period in Time

Jericho
AI
Jerusalem
Hebron
Jarmuth
Lachish
Eglon
Gezer
Debir
Geder
Hormah
Arad
Libnah
Adullam
Makkedah
Bethel
Tappuah
Hepher
Aphek
Lasharon
Madon
Hazor
Shimron-meron
Achsaph
Ta’anach

Joshua 12:9; 6 LB (Late Bronze Age) occupation
Joshua 12:9
No evidence
Joshua 12:10
No destruction at the end of LB II
Joshua 12:10
No evidence
Joshua 12:11
LB II occupation
Joshua 12:11
Destroyed 13th century
Joshua 12:12
LB occupation unclear
Joshua 12:12
LB destruction (destroyer ?)
Joshua 12:13
LB destruction
Joshua 12:13
Not Excavated
Joshua 12:14
Identification Unknown
Joshua 12:14
No LB occupation
Joshua 12:15
Identification Unknown
Joshua 12:15
Not Excavated
Joshua 12:16
Identification Unknown
Joshua 12:16
Destruction late 13th century
Joshua 12:17
Not Excavated
Joshua 12:17
Not Excavated
Joshua 12:18
LB destruction
Joshua 12:18
Identification Unknown
Joshua 12:19
Identification Unknown
Joshua 12:19
Destruction late 13th century
Joshua 12:20
Identification Unknown
Joshua 12:20
LB II pottery found
Joshua 12:21
LB II remains; destroyed latter half 12th century
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Megiddo

Joshua 12:21

LB II remains; destroyed latter half 12th century
292
(chart)

Jericho

Joshua 12:9; 6 LB

(Late Bronze Age) occupation

Israel Finkelstein and Neil Silberman, in their 2001 book The Bible Unearthed, Archaeology's
New Vision of Ancient Israel and the Origin of Sacred Texts, wrote, “In the case of Jericho, there
was no trace of a settlement of any kind in the thirteenth century BCE, and the earlier Late
Bronze settlement, dating the fourteenth century BCE, was small and poor, almost insignificant,
and unfortified.” 293
Providing a different conclusion is the significant archaeology done in Jericho by John
Garstang, who unearthed four different city structures. Garstang found the walls of all four cities,
including sections built on top of one another.
•

The first wall, dated to around 3,000 BCE, enclosed roughly four acres of ground in an
oblong shape, within which lay the city's buildings and a spring, their water supply.

•

The second wall, dated to 2,500 BCE, followed much the same plan, with the addition of
ramparts and added thickness. Each successive wall featured improved construction
techniques.

•

The third city wall, from around 1,800 BCE, was considerably larger, enclosing around
nine acres.

•

The fourth and last wall was extremely eroded, but its general shape could be seen to
follow that of the first two. It was this last wall Garstang was most interested in, for
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resting as it did in the topmost layer; it would have been the one toppled by Joshua and
the Israelites.
Garstang found these walls in a disastrous state. They had mostly collapsed and were burnt
extensively along all the visible sections (much of the wall having already eroded away). In
addition, the houses he unearthed in the topmost layer were charred, their bricks turned many
colors by the heat, and their contents, like pottery and grain, blackened, providing additional
evidence to the biblical account.
AI

Joshua 12:9

No evidence

Jerusalem

Joshua 12:10

No destruction at the end of LB II

Jerusalem is a key invasion in Canaan and one shrouded in mystery. If the Habiru found and won
the battle, did they settle the land or just move on to the next city?
As truly as the king, my lord, lives, when the commissioners go forth I will say, ‘Lost are
the lands of the king! Do you not hearken unto me? All the governors are lost; the king,
my lord, does not have a [single] governor [left]!’ Let the king turn his attention to the
archers, and let the king, my lord, send out troops of archers, [for] the king has no lands
[left]! The Habiru plunder all the lands of the king. If there are archers [here] in this year,
the lands of the king, my lord, will remain [intact], but if there are no archers [here] the
lands of the king, my lord, will be lost! — Abdi-Heba of Jerusalem, writing to the
Egyptian Pharaoh (Amarna Letter EA 286.) 294
Jerusalem was struggling with an invading people known as Habiru. Abdi-Heba was pleading for
help from pharaoh, sending this one and multiple other letters pleading for it, but as far as we can
tell, no help ever came.
Hebron
Jarmuth
Lachish

294

Joshua 12:10
Joshua 12:11
Joshua 12:11

No evidence
LB II occupation
Destroyed 13th century
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Lachish is one of the major cities of Canaan. David Ussishkin of Tel Aviv University
undertook renewed Lachish excavations. He concluded that the remains of the temple were burnt
with the rest of the city in about 1200 BC of the Late Bronze Age.
Eglon
Gezer

Joshua 12:12
Joshua 12:12

LB occupation unclear
LB destruction (destroyer ?)

The king of Gezer at one time complained about attacks from the habiru and harassment from
Lab'ayu, but later seems to have joined forces with Lab'ayu's sons and the habiru. He says that
the war against him is severe, and he begs the king to "save his land from the power of
the habiru" (EA 271) and states that there is "war against me from the mountains" (EA 292) and
that the habiru are stronger than him and that he is in danger of being destroyed by
the habiru (EA 299).
Debir
Geder
Hormah
Arad
Libnah
Adullam
Makkedah
Bethel
Tappuah
Hepher
Aphek
Lasharon
Madon
Hazor

Joshua 12:13
Joshua 12:13
Joshua 12:14
Joshua 12:14
Joshua 12:15
Joshua 12:15
Joshua 12:16
Joshua 12:16
Joshua 12:17
Joshua 12:17
Joshua 12:18
Joshua 12:18
Joshua 12:19
Joshua 12:19

LB destruction
Not Excavated
Identification Unknown
No LB occupation
Identification Unknown
Not Excavated
Identification Unknown
Destruction late 13th century
Not Excavated
Not Excavated
LB destruction
Identification Unknown
Identification Unknown
Destruction late 13th century

Yigael Yadin, the archaeologist who excavated at Hazor from 1955 to 1958 and 1968 to
1969, documented the great blaze that accompanied the total destruction of the final Late Bronze
Age city, which he believed to have occurred by ca. 1233 BC. Amnon Ben-Tor of the Hebrew
University of Jerusalem describes the destruction, saying the black ash on the mud-brick is
evidence of what Ben-Tor calls the "mother of all destructions"—a raging fire of 2300 degrees F.
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Ancient Hazor consisted of a large, rectangular lower city (170 acres) and a bottle-shaped
upper city (30 acres), essentially an elongated mound called a tel, which rises about 40 m.
above the surrounding plain. … Evidence of this destruction consists of layers of ashes,
burnt wooden beams, cracked basalt slabs, mutilated basalt statues, and fallen walls.
Yadin's findings in the lower city confirm that public structures such as the Orthostats
Temple and the Stelae Temple were violently destroyed, while the renewed excavations
in the upper city-under current excavator Amnon Ben-Tor-corroborate the existence of a
fierce conflagration that also is mostly limited to public buildings. This includes both the
monumental cultic edifices and the administrative palatial buildings, all of which served
as the foci of religious and civil power and wealth at the height of Canaanite Hazor in the
13th century BC. 295
Yadin’s excavating team came across a small sanctuary in what was known as Area C
that had a semicircular niche with a high platform on which were a large number of stelae
(upright stones or images). One of these was a statue of Baal, and another was identified by the
carving of hands upraised as representing his female consort. Of particular importance was the
fact that the head of the statue had been chopped off, and both head and torso were lying on the
floor.
Yadin states that it must have been when Hazor was occupied by the Israelites that this
chapel met its fate in fulfillment of the commandment (Deut. 12:2,3). At least we can say that the
head of the statue was deliberately chopped off ... this find taught us ... first that the head was
decapitated deliberately by a blow at the small of the neck with a sharp instrument. 296
As to the why of the destruction of Hazor there is still much debate.
The destroyer's identity. Citing Judg 4:24, (Bryant) Wood argues that the Israelites
destroyed the Hazor of this era under the leadership of Deborah and Barak. However,
(James) Hoffmeier refuses to assign this Israelite destruction to Deborah and Barak,
objecting that Wood invented an attack on Hazor not claimed in the text (Judges 4).
Hoffmeier states, "[T]he text is absolutely silent regarding any military action against
Hazor itself," so "there is no basis to believe that the destruction of the final LB IIB (late
13th century) city was caused by Deborah['s] and Barak's triumph over Jabin and Sisera."
Douglas Petrovich, “The Dating of Hazor’s Destruction in Joshua 11 by Way of Biblical, Archaeological, and
Epigraphical Evidence,” Journal of the Evangelical Theological Society; Lynchburg 51, no. 3 (2008): 489–512.
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Hoffmeier correctly observes that the text does not expressly state that these Israelites
destroyed the city, but his argument from silence cannot prove that Hazor was not
destroyed during the judgeships of Deborah and Barak. The biblical author used the verb
... (Judg 4:24), which features the hiphil stem, implying a complete cutting off. Thus the
demise of Jabin was decisive and final. 297
Hazor was an important city/state and its destruction was a massive victory for Israel in the
region. The destruction of Hazor meant controlling the northern part of Canaan.
Shimron-meron
Achsaph
Ta’anach
Megiddo

Joshua 12:20
Joshua 12:20
Joshua 12:21
Joshua 12:21

Identification Unknown
LB II pottery found
LB II remains; destroyed latter half 12th century
LB II remains; destroyed latter half 12th century

The king of Megiddo was also being besieged by the Shechemites and the habiru. He complains:
May the king, my lord, know that since the return to Egypt of the archers, Lab'ayu has
waged war against me. We are thus unable to do the harvesting, and we are unable to go
out of the city gate because of Lab'ayu. When he learned that archers were not coming
out, he immediately determined to take Megiddo. May the king save his city lest Lab'ayu
seize it. Look, the city is consumed by pestilence, by... So may the king give a garrison of
100 men to guard his city lest Lab'ayu seize it. Look, Lab'ayu has no other purpose. He
seeks simply the seizure of Megiddo. (EA 244)
He says he is guarding Megiddo around the clock because "the warring of the habiru in the land
is severe" (EA 243). Finally, as was mentioned earlier, the king of Megiddo states that the two
sons of Lab'ayu bribed the habiru to wage war against him (EA 246).
Kedesh
J(Y)okneam
Dor
Goiim
Tirzah

Joshua 12:22
Joshua 12:22
Joshua 12:23
Joshua 12:23
Joshua 12:24

Destroyed latter half of 12th century
LB II settlement; destroyed 13th or 12th century
LB occupation
Identification Unknown
LB occupation 298 (chart)
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What is a biblical scholar to do with the conflicting archaeological evidence regarding the
conquest of Canaan? The evidence shows 1400 BC and 1200 BC destruction, and the Amarna
letters with the biblical account reveal that the Hebrews or Habiru were responsible for the
destruction. If apologists are settled on the who, how do they answer the when? Daniel Block, in
the New American Commentary, mentions four predominant theories about how Israel entered
Canaan:
•

The Violent Conquest Interpretation: This theory is supported by the biblical text and
military fortifications around major cities.

•

The Independent Migrations and Settlements By Separate Tribal Groups: This view is
based on an understanding that separate groups of people entered the land usually from
the east, over an extended period of time. Leading to ruins being dated at different times
since each tribe came in at different times and dealt with the locals in their own
settlement area.

•

The Gradual Peaceful Penetration in Search of Pasturage: Israel peacefully moved into
Canaan settling in areas that were unsettled at that time simply wanting to find pastural
lands to farm. Conflicts would only arise if herds migrated too close to each other (such
as Abram and Lot). This view is supported by a lack of fortification around smaller
villages throughout Canaan.

•

The Internal Revolt and Class Warfare: The peasant revolt interpretation states that Israel
was not a separate people group but merely the slaves and lower classes in the Canaanite
people groups who revolted against the upper classes to gain their freedom. This view is
supported by the Canaanite pottery, structures, and idols found in Israelite villages, as
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well as, the traditional meaning of the name Habiru: dusty, dirty, rebels, outlaws,
servants, slaves—Egypt, and mercenaries. 299
Each of the four predominating theories about how Israel entered Canaan have some
validity in the argument and has some archaeological evidence to support them. However, the
conclusion I have drawn from the archaeological evidence is a theory called The SemiIndependent Tribal Migrations of the Habiru (Israel). Amihai Mazar states, “The discoveries
appear to depict a settlement by tribal groups who once followed a seminomadic, pastoral way of
life.” 300 The unnamed defixio gives strong evidence for an early date for the entry of Israel into
the land of Canaan. However, the conquest of Canaan seems to demonstrate conflicting findings
if one sees the conquest of Canaan as one nation moving from one city/state to the next in a short
period of time.
A scholar working to reconcile the biblical information with the archaeological data
apologetically needs to see Israel still in the mindset of tribes and not just moving as a nation.
The apologetics archaeology grid (see Figure 1) suggests that the strongest answer is a blending
of biblical information and archaeological data. The Amarna letters speak to the conflicts and
destruction of the Canaanite cities. The Bible also adds additional city/states that were destroyed,
and, finally, the archaeological data tells the final piece of the story. Scripture states that all the
tribes worked together, for example, as a single military force during the war of Jericho. March
around the city with all the men of war, circling the city one time. Do this for six days. Joshua
6:3 (emphasis is mine) Here Israel seems to move as one people but the archaeological data
begins to tell a different story after the battle of Jericho.
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However, the explanation best supported by the archaeological data, which reveals the
destruction of Canaanite cities over a 200-year period, is that the tribes of Israel did not yet move
as a single nation but entered and found their places in Canaan through a semi-independent tribal
migration, even while certain tribes lived peacefully in a separate state with their Canaanite
neighbors. Based on the archaeological data revealing a later destructive layer, it is safe to
conclude that certain tribes like West Manasseh and Asher had no conflict with their neighbors
until there rose a dispute over land and resources, as demonstrated by the late dates of
destruction or artifacts found in the Late Bronze Age II. An example from an earlier time would
be the conflict between Abram and Lot.
Now Lot, who was traveling with Abram, also had flocks, herds, and tents. 6 But the land
was unable to support them as long as they stayed together, for they had so many
possessions that they could not stay together, 7 and there was quarreling between the
herdsmen of Abram’s livestock and the herdsmen of Lot’s livestock. (At that time, the
Canaanites and the Perizzites were living in the land.) Genesis 13:5–7
The archaeological data from Jericho, Lachish, and Hazor, for example, demonstrate that certain
other tribes moved into the land with a destructive mindset, such as Benjamin, Judah, and
Naphtali, yet even these tribes conquered their lands over a period of time. However, the theory
of semi-independent tribal migration into Canaan is in direct conflict with the instructions given
by God.
When the LORD your God brings you into the land you are entering to possess, and he
drives out many nations before you—the Hethites, Girgashites, Amorites, Canaanites,
Perizzites, Hivites, and Jebusites, seven nations more numerous and powerful than you—
2 and when the LORD your God delivers them over to you and you defeat them, you must
completely destroy them. Make no treaty with them and show them no mercy. 3 You must
not intermarry with them, and you must not give your daughters to their sons or take their
daughters for your sons, 4 because they will turn your sons away from me to worship
other gods. Then the LORD’s anger will burn against you, and he will swiftly destroy you.
5 Instead, this is what you are to do to them: tear down their altars, smash their sacred
pillars, cut down their Asherah poles, and burn their carved images. 6 For you are a holy
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people belonging to the LORD your God. The LORD your God has chosen you to be his
own possession out of all the peoples on the face of the earth.
Deuteronomy 7:1–6
However, God tells Israel the land will not be taken all at once. ‘The LORD your God will
drive out these nations before you little by little. You will not be able to destroy them all at once;
otherwise, the wild animals will become too numerous for you.” Deuteronomy 7:22
Nevertheless, the biblical account clearly shows the failure of the Israelites to possess the land of
Canaan thoroughly and decisively. For example, contrary to God’s command not to worship
other gods:
The Israelites did what was evil in the LORD’s sight. They worshiped the Baals 12 and
abandoned the LORD, the God of their ancestors, who had brought them out of Egypt.
They followed other gods from the surrounding peoples and bowed down to them. They
angered the LORD, 13 for they abandoned him and worshiped Baal and the Ashtoreths.
14 The LORD’s anger burned against Israel, and he handed them over to marauders who
raided them. He sold them to the enemies around them, and they could no longer resist
their enemies. 15 Whenever the Israelites went out, the LORD was against them and
brought disaster on them, just as he had promised and sworn to them. So they suffered
greatly.
Judges 2:11–15
Thus, the theory of a semi-independent tribal migration of Israel into Canaan finds support in
both the biblical record and the archaeological data, as both sources are consistent with Israel’s
disobedience as they entered the land. The Israelites continually demonstrated their
disobedience, specifically in the areas addressed in God’s command to take the land. The
Amarna letters show the destructive side of Israel as they captured the land. The archaeological
tells of the Canaanite ruins show that destruction spanned 200 years.
The apologist can use the Amarna letters as a significant set of artifacts for the presence
of the Hebrews in the land of Canaan, while a critical scholar might argue that Habiru does not
mean Hebrew but slave. However, it is still an apt description of Israelites as they had been
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slaves for the preceding 400 years. It would seem that both conclusions point to Israel and the
destruction of certain city-states in Canaan. The archaeological data collected in the ruins of
Canaan seem to show a conflict with Israel fighting a single ongoing war campaign. However, if
a biblical scholar reads the Bible, determining that God instructed a single campaign of the war,
then one explanation might be the continual disobedience of Israel. The continued disobedience
of Israel would seem to be an acceptable solution to resolve any conflict between the Bible and
related archaeology.
Merenptah Stele (Appendix A-7)
This hieroglyphic stele found by Sir William Flinders Petrie in Pharaoh Merenptah’s
funerary temple in western Thebes is an apologetic tool in archaeology and is described in this
way:
The god Amon-Re is depicted twice in the top center of the Merenptah Stele (seven-andone -half feet high, black granite): is also shown twice, with the goddess Mut on the left
and with the god Khonsu on the right. Primary attention has long focused on the next to
the last line of the text, which contains the earliest extrabiblical reference to Israel. The
stele provides the limit beyond which the “late date” of the exodus cannot go, but it
provides no insight as to how much earlier Israel entered the Promised Land. 301
There are other scholars who assert that the stele dates itself to the 13th century BC, which,
therefore, eliminates the possibility of a late date entrance into Canaan. Holden and Geisler chart
the Merenptah Stele as dating to the Late Bronze Age II 1400-1200 BC, which would include the
early and late dates of the conquest. However, they personally date the stele to the 13th century
BC 302 eliminating the early date, except that when charting the date of the artifact, they still leave
it ambiguous to simply a date in LB II. The ambiguity of dates lends deeper credence to the
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Semi-Independent Tribal Migrations of the Habiru. It would seem, by the size of Israel entering
into the entirety of Canaan, that if two to three tribes moved together against a city/state
established in Canaan, then the size of the Hebrew army would represent a formidable nation in
the eyes of their enemies. Scripture speaks about all the tribes working together; they also speak
about the addition of the Shechemites (Joshua 8:33-35). However, when scholars read about the
destruction of Gezar, Hazor, and other city/states, the Scriptures are not clear if the entire army
stayed together or if certain tribes banded together to help each other control the lands they were
given.
There is great confusion among scholars concerning the results, the timing, and the
methods involved in the conquest of Canaan. It appears that Jerusalem was captured and
destroyed but not occupied by Israel. Therefore, the military force used by Israel was strong
enough and organized enough so that its appearance no longer resembled a band of outlaws and
mercenaries but a nation fighting for control of the land. The Merenptah Stele reveals that Egypt
saw Israel as a forming nation that would need to be recognized as such. The stele states: Hatti is
pacified; plundered is Canaan with every evil; carried off is Ashkelon; seized upon is Gezer;
Yanoam is made as that which does not exist; Israel is laid waste, his seed is not; Hurru is
becoming a widow for Egypt! All lands together, they are pacified. 303 Israel is mentioned along
side other known and established city/states in Canaan.
There is no doubt that Israel was in the land of Canaan, although not yet established as a
nation in the traditional sense with a monarch and recognized borders. The name Israel was
written with “an Egyptian determinative symbol in the Merenptah Stele, which indicates Israel
was a people at this time and not a land. Why would Egypt use such a symbol to recognize the
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people, not as a fully defined kingdom with a defined land? First, Canaan was under the
protection of Egypt, and if the Egyptians were to recognize the destruction caused by Israel in
Canaan, then an Egyptian pharaoh would need to record lands lost during pharaoh’s reign.
Based on the reliefs in Egypt, pharaohs were very reluctant to record losses in the official
records of their reigns. Second, Israel had not yet established borders at the time the stele was
made. God had given the land to Israel, and Moses and Joshua had divided the land among the
tribes, but outside of the tribes, Israel had not had time to establish its land borders. Third, Israel
did not move onto the land and settle it during a single string of battles. The archaeological data
reveals a different story than one nation working together as one army in a single string of
continuous battles. Therefore, the semi-independent tribal migration of Israel into Canaan
allowed Egypt to recognize Israel as a people in the region but not to recognize Israel’s status
regarding the land.
Apologetically the Merenptah Stele is important, as it contains the first undisputed
extrabiblical use of the name of Israel. Critical skeptics, including scholars, have contended that
Israel did not exist until the time of the kings. The evidence for Israel’s existence is not found in
its own records, which have their own disputes about dating, but is from an enemy. Egypt
formally recognized the existence of Israel in Canaan. The apologist now has evidence to date
Israel to the conquest of Canaan, adding a rich history to Israel. The Amarna letters speak of the
Habiru entering Canaan and reigning destruction on many city/states. However, the Merenptah
Stele moves the narrative forward to the beginning of the formation of a nation or kingdom.
Berlin Pedestal (Appendix A-8)
The Merenptah Stele is well known for containing the earliest mention of the word Israel
(1207 BCE). However, there is another artifact—the Berlin pedestal relief— that might predate
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the stele by two centuries. While in dispute, the pedestal’s date can provide additional evidence
as to the dating of Israel in Canaan. The dating of the Berlin pedestal is difficult to confirm since
it was not found in situ. “Some characteristics appear to demonstrate that this inscription is older
than the Israel stela of Merenptah and may likely date to the fourteenth or 13th century
BCE….presenting some ideas about the earlier beginnings of the formation of what is generally
called Israel and about the way, how this early Israel came about.” 304 The dating of the pedestal
becomes valuable because it speaks to how Israel defined itself while in Egypt and while making
its exodus into Canaan. Were the Israelites slaves with a mere connection to a racial ancestry or
were they a defined group of tribes capable of seeing themselves as a nation?
The Berlin Pedestal is a stone acquired by Egyptologist Ludwig Bouchardt from an
Egyptian merchant in 1913. The piece, roughly 40x45 centimeters (15.75x17.72 inches),
was probably part of a pedestal base. While the inscribed face is broken off at the edges,
a sizable amount of imagery is preserved. Three captives are displayed, tied together at
the neck, and depicted in the classic Egyptian West Asiatic form (a general depiction of
Middle Easterners). Each prisoner has a corresponding “name ring,” labeling the country
of origin for the prisoner, in hieroglyphic script.
The first ring on the left clearly reads “Ashkelon,” referring to the coastal city generally
occupied by the Philistines as part of their Pentapolis. The middle ring clearly reads
“Canaan.” The broken name on the right side is the one in question. There has been some
debate as to what the missing hieroglyphic letter in the upper right-hand portion of the
ring is. One of the chief translators of the slab, Prof. Manfred Görd (who proposed the
name Israel), believed it to be a vulture symbol, due to the preserved beak-like incision
(Görg completed his work in 2001). Since that time, additional research has been done,
including specially lit photography and 3D scanning. This has provided as-good-ascertain evidence that this hieroglyph is indeed the vulture—along with the beak, the left
leg and claw is also apparent, as well as a belly outline. This then completes the full name
ring. 305
While there are critical skeptics to the work Görd did in his translation, the Berlin
pedestal joins the Merenptah Stele by giving us another strong piece of evidence for the
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existence of Israel. The Berlin pedestal mentions Ashkelon and Canaan, and both names are
listed with Israel on the Merenptah Stele. It would seem highly probable that the third name on
the pedestal is Israel due to its regional proximity in describing the Egyptian conquest. The
debate continues to linger due to the complexity of Egyptian hieroglyphs. There are some
symbols with no grammatical equivalent. The second issue is that “the reading on this stone is
completely different from the reading of ‘Israel’ on the famous Merenptah Stele” 306 Zwickel and
Veen have proposed that the difference in the name Israel between the two artifacts stems from
the pedestal being “a more archaic form of the name Israel.” 307 As such:
[It could have been] derived from an older name such as *Yašir-El, ‘El is righteous,…
while it might have been directly related to the poetical variant for Israel Yesurûn, ‘the
righteous (one)’.… Alternatively, regional differences in pronunciation of sibilants within
the Canaanite realm and, more specifically so, within early tribal Israel… could have
been responsible for the divergent use of the sibilants by Egyptian scribes, noting also
that multiple discordant name renderings are attested in topographical name lists from
New Kingdom Egypt.” 308
Yet the variants will still leave some to doubt the difference in symbols that allow both to be
Israel.
If one accepts the archaic form of Israel as a type of “proto” language, then the Berlin
Pedestal shows evidence of Israel’s establishment in the land perhaps as many as one or two
centuries earlier. If so, the evidence would support the earlier date (1400s BCE). However, the
archaeology data of the destruction patterns found during the Late Bronze Age in Canaan still
supports a slow migrational move through the land, while a lack of a pattern demonstrates an
Israel that is still moving as individual tribes instead of one nation.
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Apologetically, the Berlin pedestal is another piece of evidence for Israel’s conquest of
Canaan and its ongoing conflict with Egypt. However, if it is Israel on the pedestal, were the
Israelites captured by Egypt? It is more likely that men from Ashkelon, Canaan, and Israel had
been forcefully conscripted into Egypt’s army as Rameses II made his way to fight the Battle of
Kadesh. Eventually, the battle ended in a draw, forcing Egypt and the Hittites to sign the first
peace treaty in history. Therefore, needing a victory to celebrate the pharaoh engaged against the
smaller cities like Ashkelon, cities throughout the Levant, and cities being held by Israel in
Canaan to find victories. Richard A. Gabriel, in The Military History of Ancient Israel, expresses
the belief that “the Israelite Habiru were mercenaries in pharaoh’s army” 309 during the Battle of
Kadesh. The pedestal also leads the evidence of dating for the exodus to the earlier date and to a
longer, slower, and more disjointed conquering of the land of Canaan. The skeptic points to
conflicting archaeological data—two dates for the exodus, two different Egyptian words for
Israel, and two hundred years of difference in the destruction of city-states in Canaan. However,
each of these points mentioned above is resolved through the theory of the Semi-Independent
Tribal Migrations of the Habiru (Israel) into Canaan. Even if the name Israel defined the entire
nation, the movements of the Israelites would suggest a stronger tie to their tribes rather than to
the nation as a whole, in the way individuals might be more protective of their families rather
than their cities or states.
Ugaritic Tablets (Appendix A-9)
In 1928, a farmer unearthed an extensive cemetery just north of Minetel Beida, which led
to the beginning of an excavation on the nearby tell of Ras Shamra.
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Excavations were carried out annually, 1929-1939, under the direction of C.F.A.
Schaffer.… The history of the city may now be traced from its earliest beginnings in the
pre-pottery Neolithic period (about 6500 BC), through the Chalcolithic, Early Bronze,
and middle Bronze periods, to its complete and final destruction in the Late Bronze
period soon after 1200 by the Sea Peoples. 310
However, late Roman artifacts have been found in the area leading to speculations that a
late Roman settlement might have been there for a short time.
The most significant discovery at Ugarit is the epigraphic tablets. “Clay tablets and other
inscriptions representing eight languages have come to light.” 311 Apologetically, the languages
found at Ugarit help in translations, including proto-Canaanite/Hebrew and the biblical text.
This vast enterprise of Hebrew-Ugaritic scholarship has also had its impact on the lay
reader of the Bible. Sometimes the impact is subtle and virtually unnoticed; sometimes it
is dramatic, as in the debate evoked by the publication of Dahood’s commentary on the
Psalms. The more subtle impact is to be seen (though frequently it passes unnoticed) in
the plethora of modern translations of the Hebrew Bible. There are many words
employed in the Hebrew text whose meanings are unclear and, sometimes, unknown;
translators prior to the 20th century surmised, by various means, their possible meaning.
But when the same words occur in the Ugaritic texts, progress is possible. The meaning
of words occurring only once in the Hebrew Bible (called by scholars hapax legomena)
but fairly frequently in Ugaritic can now be determined with reasonable certainty. The
same may be true of rare grammatical forms or literary arrangements in the Hebrew texts;
parallel forms and structures in the Ugaritic texts may illuminate what formerly was
obscure.
In other cases, the light from the Ugaritic texts may be more pertinent to a general
interpretation of the biblical narrative. The god Baal is often referred to in the Bible; the
biblical writers were not objective historians of religion but were concerned more with
the dangers of a foreign religion undermining the integrity of the Hebrew faith. And so,
not unnaturally, the biblical writers condemn the faith of Baal. But how did the
Canaanites conceive Baal? What was the nature of their faith? How did they worship and
integrate their faith into their daily existence? From the Ugaritic texts, we understand
Baal worship from the point of view of his own followers.
Six large tablets recovered in the ruins of the high priest’s house at Ras Shamra
dramatically pull back the curtain on belief in Baal. From them, we can grasp something
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of the faith of the followers of Baal and thus understand something of the seductive allure
of false faith in ancient Israel. 312
Since there were many tablets that dealt with the poetic mythological texts and legends,
the book of Psalms has seen the greatest impact. Overall, the Ugaritic text and materials provide
Old Testament scholars a primary source from which to work. Thomas Smothers writes that Old
Testament scholarship has had considerable impact in three areas:
1.
Lexicography: The Ugaritic texts have provided a welcome resource for clarifying
the meaning and nuances of unknown and obscure words and phrases in the OT.
Although we must use due caution because of the chronological, geographical, and
cultural factors that separate the Ugaritic text from the OT texts, no scholar today would
neglect the linguistic data provided by Ugarit. New readings of the biblical text in the
light of Ugaritic grammar, syntax, and lexicon open up innumerable possibilities for new
or revised interpretations and translations. Translators now do not hasten so quickly to
emend the Hebrew text on the basis of early translations. The look first to Ugaritic
evidence.
2.
Poetic Studies: Poetic parallelism, the chief characteristic of Hebrew poetry, is
characteristic of Ugaritic poetry as well. Indeed, the study of Ugaritic poetic texts makes
one more sensitive to the sophisticated techniques of the psalmists and other poets. Clear
Ugaritic cases of chiastic construction, composite divine names separated within a verse,
nouns and verbs serving a double-duty function, characteristic word-pairs, and the
analysis of meter by the counting of syllables are helpful in the analysis of Hebrew
poetry, especially the Psalms.
3.
Religion: While about 250 deity names occur in the texts from Ugarit, a much
smaller number actually comprised the pantheon. Many of these names are known in the
OT: El, Baal, Asherah, Anath, Yarih (moon), Shahar, Shalim, Mot, Dagon, for example.
The existence of the divine assembly (Ps. 82; Job 1-2) is attested at Ugarit, especially in
the Baal-Anath cycle. The practice of imitative magic in order to manipulate deity and
the natural order is mentioned often (cp. 1 Kings 18:28; Jer. 41:5). So too was religious
prostitution (cp. Deut. 23:18; Hos. 4:14). All in all, the texts from Ugarit give a rather full
picture of the type of fertility religion, characteristic of an agricultural people, which
many Israelites adopted in most periods of Israelite history. A comparative study of
Hebrew and Ugaritic texts allows one to see the common cultural and religious
possessions as well as the distinctive characteristics of each. 313
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Old Testament scholars and translators have been able to look at a protoCanaanite/Hebrew word with multiple meanings and discover the author’s meaning by laying it
side by side with the Ugaritic text. The benefit pulled from the comparison is not only the
Hebrew text but also the author’s intent. In a more primitive way, the Ugaritic tablets have done
for ancient proto-Canaanite / Hebrew language what the Rosetta Stone has done for the ancient
Greek language. As such, it paints a more accurate picture of the character of God, his true
desires for how he wants to interact with humanity, how humans ought to treat each other, as
well as the accurate records of God’s miracles.
Apologetically, atheists and critical scholars have undermined and rejected God’s
miracles by rejecting the text in which they were recorded. The belief that Israel’s history was
conceived in the minds of priests and scholars in the time of the kings can be rejected with the
presence of an ancient proto-Canaanite/Hebrew language that can be verified by the Ugaritic text
used before the exodus from Egypt. Scholars can now theorize that the proto-Canaanite/Hebrew
language was the language used once Israel entered Canaan. The time of the Ugarit people and,
therefore, their language would be another piece of evidence to support an early date for the
exodus from Egypt. If the proto-Canaanite/Hebrew language can be dated, located, and matched
with the Ugaritic text, then it speaks to the reliability of the historicity of the Tanakh.
Karnak Temple at Thebes: Pharaoh Shishak (Appendix A-10)
The Palestinian campaign led by Shishak I to Ancient Israel has been the subject of
numerous studies. This special interest has emanated from the campaign’s unique documentation
from two distinctly different sources: the Bible (1 Kings 14:25-27; 2 Chr 12:1-12) and the
triumphal relief carved on the outer wall of the Karnak temple in Egypt. “The topographical list
of Pharaoh Shishak I (ca. 943-922 BC) commemorated his conquests in the kingdoms of Israel
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and Judah.” 314 On the wall of the Bubastite Portal at the Temple of Amun in Karnak, a long list
of place names is recorded in relation to military conquest. In the relief, “Shishak holds a sword
in one hand and in the other ropes, which are connected to 156 cartouches, ovals (each
containing the name of a place Shishak claims to have defeated) to which bound bodies are
added.” 315 Part of it records the military campaign of Shoshenq I (Shishak 1) against Canaan and
the Negev, supposedly naming captured cities in this conquest or tribute expedition of Shoshenq
I. According to the Shishak relief, both Israelite and Judean cities were involved. This campaign
was probably against Jeroboam of Israel and Rehoboam of Judah, as indicated by 1 Kings and 2
Chronicles, although neither name is found in the Egyptian inscriptions, this being expected as
the list does not contain personal names.
The Egyptian relief, however, lists the names of numerous sites captured during the
campaign of Shosenq I, many of which are identifiable place names in Israel, but the relief fails
to mention Jerusalem. The Bible records the attack from Judah's perspective in 2 Chronicles 12,
but the Shishak relief in the Karnak Temple gives much greater detail. Most scholars agree that
the following biblical cities are mentioned: Arad, Beth-Horon, Beth-Shean, Gibeon, Mahanaim,
Megiddo, Rehob, and Taanach. This list of place names has been repeatedly scrutinized by
scholars from the fields of Egyptology, biblical studies, and archaeology in an attempt to
reconstruct the route of the campaign and the geopolitical state of early Israel and the divided
monarchy.
Solomon maintained a tense relationship with Egypt during his reign as seen in 1 Kings
11:40 with Jeroboam’s asylum in Egypt after Solomon tried to have him murdered. After
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Solomon’s death Shishak saw an opportunity as Israel was divided into two kingdoms and its
power was divided and severely weakened. Egypt saw an opportunity to invade two weakened
nations. The Bible reveals “God’s judgment came in the form of Shishak.” 316 The campaign was
larger than just cities in Judah and Israel; nonetheless, the relief shows a path through the two
nations and the surrounding areas by the ring of names mentioned in the relief. “Thus, the
treasures reportedly taken by Shishak were not spoils of war but rather a bribe. This likewise
explains the words spoken by the prophet Shemaiah in 2 Chronicles 12:8: ‘Nevertheless they
[Jerusalem] shall be his [Shishak’s] servants, so that they may know the difference between
serving me and serving the kingdoms of other lands.’” 317 Sadly, the siege ended without a victory
of God’s people over their enemies but with the desperate political act of a defeated king.
Apologetically, the relief is rare in that it mentions both Israel and Judah as a nation
divided. However, the real apologetic strength of this account is the multiple attestations. There
is evidence in the Bible and the Karnak Temple at Thebes. The apologist can build a strong
argument for the validity of the Tanakh in history as it tells of accounts found in the history of
extrabiblical sources.
Taylor Prism (Appendix A-11)
The Taylor Prism is an artifact that adds details to the biblical account where half of the
story is in the Bible, and the other half is in the artifact. However, the significance here is that the
artifact deals with a historical event where the Bible speaks of a miracle. “Although historians
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and scholars may dismiss the miraculous explanation given in the Bible, they cannot deny the
witness of an enemy’s testimony carved in stone.” 318
Taylor’s Prism is a six-sided clay prism standing about 15 inches tall, found in
Sennacherib’s palace in Nineveh by the British Colonel R. Taylor in 1830. The text deals with
Sennacherib’s military campaigns, including his 701 BCE invasion of Judah. The prism is in the
British Museum in London, and its sister prism, referred to as the Sennacherib Prism, is in the
University of Chicago’s Oriental Institute. 319 Both pieces contain much of the same text.
As to Hezekiah, the Jew, he did not submit to my yoke, I laid siege to 46 of his strong
cities, walled forts and to countless small villages in their vicinity, and conquered (them)
by means of well-stamped (earth-)ramps, battering-rams brought by(thus) near (to the
walls) (combined with) the attack by foot soldiers, (using) mines, breeches as well as
sapper work. I drove out (of them) 200,150 people, young and old, male and female,
horses, mules, donkeys, camels, big and small cattle beyond counting, and considered
them booty. Himself [Hezekiah] I made a prisoner in Jerusalem, his royal residence, like
a bird in a cage. I surrounded him with earthwork in order to molest those who were
leaving his city’s gate. His towns which I had plundered, I took away from his country
and gave them (over) to Mitinti, king of Ashdod, Padi king of Ekron, and Sillibel, king of
Gaza…. Hezekiah himself, whom the terror-inspiring splendor of my lordship had
overwhelmed…. 320
The Bible records how Hezekiah stripped the gold from the walls to pay tribute to
Sennacherib to buy peace, something Isaiah had warned him not to do. The tribute did not work,
so in 2 Chronicles, it is recorded how Hezekiah prepared for Sennacherib’s attack by rebuilding
Jerusalem’s defenses and diverting water into the city (2 Chr 32:2-8). In 2019, I was a member
of an archaeological team lead by James Tabor and Shimon Gibson that discovered a wall that
could be an outer wall of Jerusalem, showing the size of the fortified city, possibly within which
people lived who came from outside the city to find protection for themselves and their livestock.
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The angle of the wall discovered on the dig greatly increases what was previously thought to be
fortified Jerusalem.
Unpersuaded, “Sennacherib then sent a second delegation to Hezekiah to declare that
Jerusalem would be destroyed (2 Kgs 19:9-13; 2 Chr 32:9-19). Hezekiah again received a
prophecy from Isaiah promising that Yahweh would deliver them (2 Kgs 19:14-34; 2 Chr 32:2021). Then, according to the Bible, Sennacherib returned to Nineveh after an angel of Yahweh
killed 185,000 of the Assyrian army (2 Kgs 19:35-36; 2 Chr 32:21a).” 321 Ultimately, the two
accounts record different outcomes, and there are several conclusions that can be drawn from
both accounts. So, where do the Bible and Sennacherib’s accounts find common ground?
1. Hezekiah did not submit to Sennacherib’s army.
2. Sennacherib laid the Judean cities to waste.
3. Sennacherib surrounded Jerusalem.
4. Sennacherib’s boasting and splendor appear to have negatively affected Hezekiah.
5. Neither the Bible nor the annals record that Jerusalem was conquered. 322
The fact that Sennacherib boasted about conquering 146 lesser cities reveals that Jerusalem never
fell. If Sennacherib had conquered Jerusalem, it would have been celebrated in his chronicles.
Apologetically, there is much to use with these prisms. The ability to use an artifact and
the Bible together to tell of one and the same event is a significant historical phenomenon. When
critics dismiss the Bible by claiming a lack of historical value, Sennacherib’s account of an event
recorded in the Bible allows the apologist the ability to stitch together what happened by
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merging both accounts. Establishing a firm historical account for the nation of Israel allows the
theological and miraculous events to carry greater weight in an apologetic setting.
Mesha Stele or Moabite Stone (Appendix A-12)
One of the most significant artifacts for Jews and Christians is the Mesha Stele or
Moabite Stone, as it contains the first-known mention of Yahweh. The history of the artifact’s
discovery is no less remarkable than its content. The inscription was first reported by an Alsatian
missionary, who had seen it among the ruins of Dhiban, an ancient Moabite town east of the
Dead Sea. Nearly 150 years ago, three Arab horsemen were galloping through the desert of
Transjordan after completing a secret mission on behalf of a French diplomat stationed in
Jerusalem. Local Bedouin had attacked them, injuring one of the riders, but they still got away
with a priceless and significant prize: an archaeological treasure that would reform the way
people viewed the history of the Bible, ancient Israel, and the way they interacted with Yahweh.
That treasure was a nearly 3,000-year-old inscription in which the king of Moab boasts of
his victories against the Kingdom of Israel and its god YHWH. Called the Stele of
Mesha, it contains the earliest known extrabiblical mention of the deity worshipped by
Jews, Christians, … and, since its discovery in 1868, it has fueled the argument over the
historicity of the Bible.
At a time when amateur archaeologists and explorers were already scouring the Levant
for evidence of the Bible’s historical accuracy, the news set off a race between colonial
powers – mainly France, England, and Germany – to take possession of the stele. It was
Charles Clermont-Ganneau, an archaeologist and diplomat at the French consulate in
Jerusalem, who had sent those horsemen to take an impression, also known as a
“squeeze,” of the text.
This was done by placing a wet paper sheet on the stone and pressing it into the
indentations created by the letters. But while the paper was drying, Clermont-Ganneau’s
envoys became involved in a brawl with a local Bedouin tribe. With their leader injured
by a spear, they snatched the squeeze off the stone while it was still wet (tearing into
several pieces in the process) before escaping. This act would prove vital for the
preservation of the text because soon after, the Bedouin decided to destroy the stele,
breaking it into dozens of fragments.
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Some historians claim they did so because they believed there might be a treasure inside,
but Richelle says it was likely an act of defiance toward the Ottoman authorities, who
were pressuring the Bedouin to hand over the stone to Germany.
It took years for Clermont-Ganneau and other researchers to locate and acquire most of
the fragments, but in the end the French scholar managed to piece together about twothirds of the stele, reconstructing most of the missing parts thanks to the impression that
had been so adventurously saved. 323
In the text, King Mesha recounts how Israel had occupied the northern areas of his land
and “oppressed Moab for a long time” under Omri and his son Ahab—the biblical monarchs who
reigned from Samaria and made the Kingdom of Israel a powerful regional player in the first half
of the ninth century BCE. However, Mesha goes on to record how he rebelled against the
Israelites, and conquered their strongholds and towns in Transjordan, including Nebo from
whence he “took the vessels of YHWH and dragged them in front of Chemosh,” the main
Moabite god.
When the Moabite Stone was found, it gave the solution to a question that had gone
unanswered for centuries. The Bible states that David conquered Moab, that Solomon held
Moab, and that Moab broke free at the outset of the divided kingdom. But the next biblical
reference to Moab, 2 Kings 3:4, Ahab is receiving tribute from Moab. Nowhere does the Bible
state how or when Moab was reclaimed for Ahab to be receiving such tribute. The Moabite
Stone provides that information, telling, as it does, of Omri’s conquest from a Moabite point of
view. 324
Here is another artifact that works in harmony with the Bible. Each reveals part of the
story, and only when they are brought together do they tell the whole story. While the Bible is
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limited with its records of the evil kings of the northern kingdom of Israel, there is enough
information with the stele to understand the political climate during this period in Israel’s
history. The blended account of Moab is a great example of the artifacts and the Bible working
together to strengthen the history of Israel in the Levant.
Critical scholars translate these records from the stele and conclude the God of Israel was
weak and extremely different from what is detailed in the Bible. Yet, there is much to learn from
the Stele and even more to use in apologetics. First, a great apologetic attribute is the mention of
YHWH on the stele connecting Yahweh and Israel together. “Scholars have had the Bible for
millennia, and parts of it are considered plausible by historians, but when you find an inscription
that comes from the distant past, from the very time when these things happened, it suddenly
become real,” says Matthieu Richelle, a professor of Hebrew Bible. 325 Second, unbeknownst to
Mesha he was revealing the consistency of the character of God. God’s people were defeated in
the midst of their disobedience. The twist discovered on the stele is when the Moabite capital is
about to fall, Mesha sacrifices his eldest son upon the walls, “and there was great indignation
against Israel: and they departed from him and returned to their own land.” (2 Kings 3:27)
While the events narrated in the two texts appear quite different, “one of the most
surprising aspects of Mesha’s inscription is how much it reads like a biblical chapter in style and
language, scholars say.” 326 Mesha explains that the Israelite king Omri succeeded in conquering
Moab only because “Chemosh was angry with his land” – a trope that finds many parallels in the
Bible, where the Israelites’ misfortunes are invariably attributed to the wrath of God. It is again
Chemosh who decides to restore Moab to its people and speaks directly to Mesha, telling him,
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“Go take Nebo from Israel,” just as God routinely speaks to Israelite prophets and leaders in the
Bible. And in conquering Nebo, Mesha recounts how he massacred the entire population as an
act of dedication, a herem to his gods—the exact same word and brutal practice used in the Bible
to describe the conquest of Canaan.
Critical scholars only see a pattern of defeat caused by disobedience to a people’s god.
Sadly, this pattern of Yahweh and Israel goes all the way back to the exodus. The consistent
character of Yahweh in regard to obedience and disobedience of Israel is seen throughout the
Bible. The apologist must deal with the critical response that every nation chalked up their losses
to their own disobedience to their god. So, what makes Yahweh really any different? Other
nations had prophets speaking on behalf of their gods, just as Israel had hers. In the time of the
events, there seems to be no difference, and it, therefore, looks as if Yahweh is like the created
gods of the other nations. It is not until one can step back generations and see the overall
character of God that Yahweh’s differences begin to emerge. When Jonah was sent to tell
Nineveh that Yahweh had spoken of their destruction, or a herem over them unless they
repented. Nineveh repented, and God relented from his wrath. Yahweh’s character must be taken
as a whole to see the consistency of grace in the midst of obedience and punishment in the midst
of disobedience. Critics and skeptics are going to focus on single events which mimic the nations
around them. The best practice of an apologist is to follow the character of Yahweh from the
beginning unto the life, death, and resurrection of Jesus.
Tell Dan and the House of David (Appendix A-13)
As one of the key figures in the Tanakh, David has come under intense scrutiny
throughout biblical scholarship. Today, it is hard to find a reputable scholar who rejects that the
historical Jesus existed. The battle today is not over the existence of the historical Jesus but his
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deity and miraculous deeds. The same can be said of King David; after the stele was found in
Tell Dan mentioning the house of David, it removed doubt of David’s existence for many
scholars. While scholars still debate the heroic deeds and special relationship with Yahweh, it is
hard to question the historical existence of King David today. The caption the “House of David”
is a common expression of referring to King David. It is used some 26 times in the Tanakh,
referring to David, himself, or the nation of Israel. Therefore, to find a stele with the phrase
House of David was significant to the history of David as a historical figure. Archaeologist
Bryant Wood summarizes this proper understanding of the importance of the House of David
Stele when he states:
In our day, most scholars, archaeologists and biblical scholars would take a very critical
view of the historical accuracy of many of the accounts in the Bible, particularly the early
books of the Bible. Most scholars today would say that anything prior to the kingdom
period is simply folk stories and myths, and here is where the biblical archaeologist can
play a very important role because in the field of archaeology, we can come up with new
evidence and new data to help us understand these biblical accounts. Many times the
newer discoveries of archaeology have overturned older critical views of the Bible. Many
scholars have said there never was a David or a Solomon, and now we have a stele that
actually mentions David. 327
In 1993-1994, a fragment of a basalt stele was found at Tell Dan giving archaeologists
the known extrabiblical reference to King David. The fragments were discovered by Gila Cook,
a member of an archaeological team lead by Avraham Biran. Hoerth wrote, “The stele was
erected by King Hazaek of Syria, possibly after his attacks on Israel during the reign of Jehu (2
Kings 10:32-33) It is proposed that the stele was subsequently smashed by Jehoash of Israel.” 328
However, of the 13 lines of script fortunately saved, the line speaking of the House of David was
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one and the excavations continue in hopes of finding additional fragments and painting a deeper
and more complete account of what is recorded on the stele.
Apologetically conservative scholars now have an extrabiblical artifact to attach to the
historical existence of King David. The establishment of King David is important as it
establishes the lineage of the kings of Judah. However, the most important aspect of identifying
David as a historical person are the Messianic prophecies associated with him. “An account of
the genealogy of Jesus Christ, the Son of David, the Son of Abraham…” Matthew 1:1 The Bible
becomes a single thread weaving the lineage of Jesus’ family back through time.
David is vital to establishing the Messianic prophecies in the Tanakh. His historical
presence allows the apologist to use the prophecies to move their argument along from Genesis
to Jesus. Yet, while a historical Jesus is impressive and necessary for many apologetic
arguments, he is one of many people mentioned in the Bible that have been named on
extrabiblical sources. People mentioned both in the Tanakh and through archaeological physical
findings are listed below.
Table 4: Biblical People in Extrabiblical Sources
Person
King Ahab

Scripture
1 Kings 16:28-33;
21:1, 21; 22:39

Dates
Ninth century BC

Reference
Mesha Stele
Kurkh Monolith
Palace in Samaria

King Ahasuerus
(Xerxes I)

Esther 1:1-2

Fifth century BC

Silver Bowl of Artaxerxes I
Palace wall relief (Persepolis)
Elephantine Papyri
Tomb at Persepolis

Ahikam

2 Kings 22:12

Seventh century BC Stamp seal (Bulla)

Amariah

2 Chronicles 31:15

Eighth to seventh
century BC

Stamp seal (Bulla)
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Stamp seal (Bulla)

King Artaxerxes I
(Longimanus)

Ezra 4:7; 7:1-21;
Fifth century BC
Nehemiah 2:1; 5:14;
13:6

Silver bowl of Artaxerxes I
Elephantine Papyri
Tomb at Persepolis

Asaiah

2 Kings 22:12-14
2 Chronicles 34:20

Stamp seal (Bulla)

King Ashurbanipal
(Osnapper)

Ezra 4:10
Seventh century BC 1200 texts from the library of
2 Chronicles 33:10-13
Nineveh
Stele of Ashurbanipal
Nineveh palace reliefs

Azaliah

2 Kings 22:3

Seventh century BC Stamp seal (Bulla)

Azzur

Jeremiah 28:1

Seventh to sixth
century BC

Stamp seal (Bulla)

King Ba’alis

Jeremiah 40:14

Sixth century BC

Stamp seal (Bulla)

Balaam

Numbers 22-24
Jude 11
Revelation 2:14

Fifteenth to
Balaam Inscription (1967)
Fourteenth century BC

Baruch
(Jeremiah’s scribe)

Jeremiah 32:12-16

Seventh century BC Stamp seal (Bulla)

King Belshazzar
(son of Nabonidus)

Daniel 5; 7:1, 8:1

Sixth century BC

Nabonidus Chronicles
Cylinder of Nabonidus

Ben Hadad II

2 Kings 8:7-13;
13:1-3

Ninth century BC

Tell Dan Stele
Black Obelisk of
Shalmaneser III

King Cyrus II

2 Chronicles
Sixth century BC
36:22-23; Ezra 1:1-8
Isaiah 44:28; 45:1

Tomb at Pasargadae
Cyrus Cylinder
Cyrus Brick Inscriptions

King Darius I
(son of Hystspes)

Ezra 4:5, 24

Sixth to fifth
century BC

Tomb at Persepolis
Behistun Inscription
Elephantine Papyri

King Darius

Nehemiah 12:22

Fifth century BC

Silver bowl of Artaxerxes I
Behistun Inscription
Palace wall relief (Persepolis)

Fifth century BC
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King David

1 Samuel 16:13

Tenth century BC

Tell Dan stele
Mesha Stele

Eliakim

2 Kings 18:18-37;

Sixth century BC

Stamp seal (Bulla)

Elishama

Jeremiah 36:12-21

Sixth century BC

Stamp seal (Bulla)

Elnathan

Ezra 8:16

Fifth century BC

Stamp seal (Bulla)

King Esarhaddon

2 Kings19:37
Ezra 4:2
Isaiah 37:38

Seventh century BC Royal Brick Inscription
Esarhaddon Chronicles
Stone Prism of Esarhaddon
Stone Lion’s head with
Inscription
Wall relief of Esarhaddon
And Queen Mother
Letters to Esarhaddon

King Evil-Merodach 2 Kings 25-27
(Amel Marduk)
Jeremiah 52:31

Sixth century BC

Jehoiachin Ration Record

Gedaliah
(son of Ahikam)

2 Kings 25:22-25
Jeremiah 39:14;
40:5-16; 41; 43:6

Sixth century BC

Stamp seal (Bulla)

Gedaliah
(son of Pashhur)

Jeremiah 38:1

Seventh to sixth
century BC

Stamp seal (Bulla)

Gemariah

Jeremiah 29:3;
36:10-12, 25

Sixth century BC

Stamp seal (Bulla)
LachishLetters?

Name similar to
Goliath

1 Samuel 17

Eleventh to
ninth century BC

Gath Inscription

Hananiah

Jeremiah 28:1

Seventh to sixth
century BC

Stamp seal (Bulla)

Priestly family
Name of Immer

Jeremiah 20:1; 38:1

Seventh to sixth
century BC

Stamp seal (Bulla)

King Hazael

2 Kings 8:7-15;
12’;17

Ninth century BC

Tell Dan Stele
Black Obelisk of
Shalmaneser III
Gath siege trench
Ivory decorations inscription
At Khadatu
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King Hezekiah

2 Kings 16:20
18:1-2

Eighth to seventh
century BC

Hilkiah
(high priest)

2 Kings 22:4-14;
23:4,24

Seventh century BC Stamp seal (Bulla)

Pharaoh Hophra
(Apries)

Jeremiah 44:30

Sixth century BC

Herodotus’s Histories
Tablet reliefs from Abydos
Palace at Memphis
Babylonian Chronicles

King Hoshea

2 Kings 15:30; 17:1

Eighth century BC

Stamp seal (Bulla)
Assyrian records of
Tiglarh-pileser III

Son of Immer

Jeremiah 20:1

Seventh to sixth
century BC

Two Stamp seal (Bullae)

Jaazaniah

2 Kings 25:23
Jeremiah40:8

seventh to sixth
century BC

Stamp seal (Bulla)

King Jehoahaz
(or Shallum)

2 Kings 23:30-34
1 Chronicles 3:15
2 Chronicles 36:1f

Seventh century BC Stamp seal (Bulla)

King Jehoiachin
(Coniah)

2 Kings 24:8-15
2 Chronicles 36:8f
Jeremiah22:24, 28;
37:1

Sixth century BC

Jehoiachin Ration Record
Babylonian Chronicles
Jar handles stamped with his
name at Tell Beit Mirsim and
at Beth-Shemesh

King Jehu
(or Joram)

1 Kings 19:16-17
2 Kings 9:20; 10:31

Ninth century BC

Black Obelisk of
Shalmaneser III

Jerahmeel

Jeremiah 36:26

Seventh century BC Stamp seal (Bulla)

Jehucal

Jeremiah 37:3; 38:1

Sixth century BC

Stamp seal (Bulla)

King Jeroboam II
(son of Jehoash)

2 Kings 13:13
1 Chronicles 5:17
Amos 1:1; 7:9-11

Eighth century BC

Stamp seal (Bulla)
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Stamp seal (Bulla)
Annals of Sennacherib
Taylor Prism
The Azekah Inscription
Jerusalem Broad Wall
Water tunnel system

Queen Jezebel

1 Kings 16:31; 21
2 Kings 9

Ninth century BC

Joezer and
Igdaliah

Jeremiah 35:
1 Chronicles 12:6

Seventh century BC Stamp seal (Bulla)

King Jotham
(son of Uzziah)

2 Kings 15:32

Eighth century BC

Stamp seal (Bulla)

Malchiah

Jeremiah 38:6

Seventh to sixth
century BC

Stamp seal (Bulla)

King Manasseh
(son of Hezekiah)

2 Kings 20:21; 21
Seventh century BC Stamp seal (Bulla)
2 Chronicles 33:10-11
Prism B of Esarhaddon

King Menahem

2 Kings 15:14-23

Eighth century BC

Assyrian records of
Tiglath-pileser III

King
Merodachbaladan
(Babylon)

2 Kings 20:12
Isaiah 39:1

Eighth century BC

Marble Boundary Stone
Annals of Sargon of Assyria
Sennacherib Prism

King Mesha
(Moab)

2 Kings 3:4

Ninth century BC

Mesha Stele
(a.k.a. Moabite Stone)

Meshullum

2 Kings 22:3

Seventh century BC Stamp seal (Bulla)

Nathan-melech

2 Kings 23:11

Seventh century BC Stamp seal (Bulla)

King
Nebuchadnezzar
(Babylon)

2 Kings 24:1-11
Daniel1:1; 2; 3;
4:34-37; 5

Seventh to sixth
century BC

Royal Brick Inscription
Ishtar Gate
Babylonian Chronicles
Behistun Inscription
East India House Inscription

Pharaoh Necho

2 Chronicles 35:2022; 36:4

Seventh to sixth
century BC

Statue of Necho
Herodotus Histories
Necho’s name removed from
Monuments by his son
Psammetichus (Psamtik) II

Neriah

Jeremiah 36:32

Seventh to sixth
century BC

Stamp seal (Bulla)

King Omri

1 Kings 16:16-30

Ninth century BC

Black Obelisk of
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Stamp seal (Bulla)
Place in Samaria

2 Kings 8:26
2 Chronicles 22:2
Micah 6:16

Shalmaneser III
Mesha Stele

Pedaiah

1 Chronicles 3:18f

Sixth century BC

Stamp seal (Bulla)

King Pekah

2 Kings 15:27

Eighth century BC

Assyrian records of
Tiglath-pileser III

Tiglath-Pileser III
(Pul)

2 King 15:19, 29
1 Chronicles 5:6
2 Chronicles 28:20

Eighth century BC

Palace wall relief
Assyrian records of
Tiglath-pileser III

Sanballat

Nehemiah 2:10

Fifth century BC

Elephantine Papyri
Stamp seal (Bulla)

King Sargon II

Isaiah 20:1

Eighth century BC

Winged Bull of Sargon II
Palace of Sargon /Khorsabad
Annals of Sargon
Royal Brick Inscription

Sarsekim

Jeremiah 39:3

Sixth century BC

Cuneiform tablet at British
Museum

King Sennacherib
(Assyria)

2 Kings 18:13;
19:16-36
2 Chronicles 32
Isaiah 36:1; 37

Eighth to seventh
century BC

Royal Brick Inscription
Annals of Sennacherib
Taylor Prism
Sargon’s palace reliefs

Seriah

Jeremiah 51:59

Seventh to sixth
century BC

Stamp seal (Bulla)

Shaphan

2 Kings 22:12

Seventh century BC Stamp seal (Bulla)

Shebna

2 Kings 18:18-37
Isaiah 22:15-25

Eighth century BC

Royal Steward (tomb lintel)
Inscription

Shelemiah

Jeremiah 37:3

Seventh to sixth
century BC

Stamp seal (Bulla)

Shelomith

1 Chronicles 3:19

Fifth century BC

Stamp seal (Bulla)

Pharaoh Shishak
(Shoshenq I)

1 Kings 11:40; 14:25 Tenth century BC
2 Chronicles12:2-9)

Pharaoh Tirhakah

2 Kings 19:9

Karnak Temple of Amun
reliefs

Seventh century BC Statues and Sphinx of
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(Taharqa)

Isaiah 37:9

Tirhakah
Esarhaddon documents

King Uzziah

2 Kings 15:13-34
2 Chronicles 26; 27
Isaiah 6:1

Eighth century BC

Uzziah Burial Plaque
Stamp seal (Bulla)

Yahweh

Numbers 6:24-26
century BC

Ninth to sixth

House of God Ostracon
Ketef Hinnom Amulets
(Silver Scrolls)
Mesha Stele 329

Lawrence Mykytiuk would also add: Pharaoh So from 2 Kings 17:4; from Damascus
King Hadadezer referenced in 1 Kings 11:23; King Rezin sighted in 2 Kings 15:37; and from
inside of Israel King Joash listed in 2 Kings 13:9.330 Repeatedly archaeology and the biblical
accounts intersect as two points on a grid (see Figure 1). The power of the recorded biblical
history is not just in the history but also in the spiritual dimension. If biblical history can be
proven through archaeological research, then there is a high probability that passages in the Bible
dealing with spiritual matters can be assigned as truth as well.
The Tanakh is not just a history book to be cited. It is proving itself reliable in handling
the lives of the people who have seen the evidence and placed their faith in its truth claims.
Throughout the chapter, apologetic arguments have been offered or, at least, strengthened in
defending the history and, ultimately, the truth claims of the Bible. Archaeology plays a vital role
in Old Testament apologetics. Christians need to be aware of the artifacts in the Old Testament
as they lay an important foundation for Judaism and Christians’ historical culture.
Any evidence uncovered before the time of the divided monarchy is extremely valuable
to the apologist. Critics have a hard time accepting data from prior to that time because of data
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conflicts. The Bible points to the early date of Israel’s transition to life in Canaan in 1406 BCE
due to 1 Kings 6:1 and parts of the archaeological data discovered in the destruction layers in the
tels of Canaan. However, some of the data points to the later date in the twelfth century BCE as
well. The Semi-Independent Tribal Migrations of the Habiru (Israel) will solve the data
discrepancies pointing to both dates.
Many of the other artifacts studied in the chapter establish Israel’s place in the region of
Canaan and rely on enemy attestation to affirm the history of Israel. The apologist has a
multitude of options to use in defense of Israel historically, therefore allowing the Bible to speak
and be utilized in an apologetic defense. While some critical scholars refuse to accept any part of
the Tanakh as valid history prior to the Babylonian captivity, the archaeological evidence refutes
their conclusions based on a picture of an organized and recognized nation of Israel in the land of
Canaan at the time of the conquest.
Dead Sea Scrolls (Appendix A-14)
This section discusses the major archaeological discovery known as the Dead Sea
Scrolls. These scrolls manifest a large portion of the Tanakh, but there is more to their story,
especially as an artifact useful in building a major apologetic defense. A majority of critical and
conservative scholars and archaeologists agree the Dead Sea Scrolls are the most important
archaeological discovery in biblical archaeology. As of the date of this writing, there are some
15,000 fragments and some 950 manuscripts or scrolls. These have been found over the larger
Dead Sea area and not just at Qumran; they are written in Hebrew, Aramaic, Greek, Latin, and
Cryptographic script. Originally discovered by shepherds in a cave near the Qumran ruins, the
Dead Sea Scrolls are an ongoing archaeological pursuit with archaeological digs being conducted
annually. The discovered scrolls not only represent portions of the Tanakh, which aid in biblical
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studies, but also anthropomorphic data allowing scholars to better understand daily life and
achieve cultural insights concerning the people of the scrolls.
In the winter of 1946/1947, three shepherds of the Ta’amireh tribe of Bedouin were
watching their goats graze on the edges of cliffs and caves at a place called ‘Ain Feshkha, also
known as the ruins of the City of Salt mentioned in Joshua 15:62. As the time approached to
regather their goats, Jum’a Muhammed pursued some of the goats up the side of a cliff. Finding
an opening almost too small for a man to enter, he threw a rock into the cave and instead of
flushing out goats he heard the sound of breaking pottery. He called for the other two shepherds,
his cousins, Khalil Musa and Muhammed Ahmed el-Hamed. Later they returned to the cave,
believing the pottery hidden in the cave would be a treasure that would make them rich.
Muhammed Ahmed el-Hamed, a teenager, and smaller than the other two men, entered the cave
looking for the treasure. As he stuck his hand into the pots, he continued to be disappointed as he
found no gold or jewels. The only thing he brought out of the cave that day was three bundles
wrapped in leather. Unfortunately for him, these bundles were not the treasure they were looking
to find but instead were scrolls that included the Great Isaiah Scroll, the Habakkuk Commentary,
and the Manual of Discipline. “A few weeks after the initial discovery of this cave—which came
to be known by scholars as Qumran Cave 1, the cave of the great scrolls—Jum’a returned with
other Bedouin and removed several other scrolls that they had found…[removing] seven major
manuscripts altogether.” 331 Four manuscripts were found at St. Mark’s Monastery in Jerusalem,
and the other three came into the possession of Hebrew University.
The Dead Sea Scroll manuscripts were a thousand years older than the oldest known
Hebrew text of the Tanakh. The scrolls vary in date ranging between 100 to 300 years before the
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life of Jesus. Many of those who saw the documents doubted their validity. Yet, a Dutch
Dominican, Father J. Van der Ploeg, recognized the largest scroll as the book of Isaiah. After
changing hands in 1948, all seven scrolls came to be with E. L. Sukenik, who began studying the
scrolls with the help of Yigael Yadin and James Biberkraut. Still unsure of exactly what was in
front of them, more expeditions went out into the caves to find more jars and hopefully more
answers. They found more jars and mostly scroll fragments. Sold in a large cardboard box, the
fragments were stored at the YMCAthe only neutral ground in Jerusalem at the time.
A monk, Butros Sowmy, and an American, John Trever, began the work of trying to date
the Isaiah Scroll. They examined a British Museum Codex from the ninth century CE and
realized that the scrolls brought to them by Sowmy were much older. Trevor examined the
scrolls against the Nash Papyrus, a second -century fragment of Hebrew script. 332 Scholars and
archaeologists started to understand what they had before their eyes. Yet, the world's politics
witnessed the scrolls sold, moved, and taken to worldwide locations. Yadin, working on behalf
of the Israeli Antiquities Authority, answered an American ad to buy a set of the key scrolls and
return them to Israel. Fragment by fragment, Yadin found the fragments and, working with
others, began the arduous task of producing the greatest collection of Hebrew text ever
assembled.
The collection and reconstruction of the fragments was painstaking and meticulous work.
The longer it took to put the pieces together or decide these were separate fragments representing
something new, dissention grew. Critical scholars in the 1960s looked for opportunities to
discredit the scrolls. Maine Grossman wrote,
The Great Psalm Scroll from cave 11 brought problems to the forefront as early as 1965.
Soon after the publication of this manuscript by James Sanders, a fierce debate ensued, in
332
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which his classification of this manuscript as biblical was disputed, primarily on the basis
of five features: (1) its liturgical nature, (2) the presence of “non-biblical” passages, (3)
the tetragrammaton in Palaeo-Hebrew, (4) a prose passage called “David’s
Compositions,” and (5) the order of some Psalms at variance with the Masoretic order.
Major scholars classified the manuscript as a secondary liturgical collection rather than as
a biblical manuscript.
Progress in the analysis of other scriptural scrolls has demonstrated that all of these
features, which originally were considered unique to 11QPsa, turned out to be
characteristic of well-known scriptural manuscripts, including the Greek and Syriac
Psalters, other Psalm manuscripts from Qumran, or even the Masoretic Psalter itself. 333
Criticism was met with solid rebuff from research and the continuing discoveries and
interpretation of fragments and scrolls. While only one-fourth of the scrolls are of the biblical
text, they are the ones under the most scrutiny; the remainder deal with the daily life of Qumran.
The conclusion of which community is the “community of the scrolls” comes from the pots. 334
The pots discovered in Qumran were the same as the ones discovered in the caves. Much of the
Dead Sea Scrolls deals with life in Qumran.
The Community Rule (1QSerek-ha-Yahad, or simply 1QS). This document is arguably
the oldest example of the rule genre in Western civilization. A “rule” in this sense is the
constitution of a religious order or sect, like the Rule of St. Benedict or the Rule of St.
Francis. Buddhist monasticism also has rules. The Community Rule of Qumran regulated
the common life of a community of Jewish men living in the buildings of the site. Their
lives, like the lives of monks in other religions, consisted of a daily routine of prayer,
work, study of Scriptures, worship, and the necessities of life, like eating and sleeping. In
subsequent chapters, we will quote frequently from the Community Rule and discuss the
life and beliefs of those monastic community in great detail. 335
The Wall Scroll, the Temple Scroll, even a grocery shopping list have contributed to an
understanding of life in Qumran during the Second Temple period. However, as the biblical
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scrolls continue to fight for credibility, the extrabiblical data has been accepted and studied for
its cultural value.
The problem with accepting the biblical scrolls and fragments as genuine is that such
acceptance would mean that the Messianic prophecies were truly written before the time of
Christ and that his fulfillment of them must be acknowledged by scholars today.
The Great Isaiah Scroll (1QIsaiaha, the first copy of Isaiah found in Cave 1). This
complete copy of the book of Isaiah in almost pristine condition is the longest, bestpreserved, and among the oldest copies of any biblical book found at Qumran. Dating
from c. 125 BC,…it contains the Hebrew text of the book of Isaiah in a form similar to
the traditional Jewish text (the ‘Masoretic Text’) still chanted in synagogues today.” 336
The Book of Isaiah is filled with Messianic prophecies that now predate the birth of Jesus.
Table 5: Messianic Prophecies
Isaiah 6:1-5 Isaiah saw the glory of God
Isaiah 7:14 Virgin birth of the Messiah
Isaiah 9:6 A Son to be born
Isaiah 11:2 Spirit of the Lord will rest
on Him
Isaiah 40: 3-5 Preaching: Prepare the
way for Messiah
Isaiah 42:1 I have put my Spirit upon Him
Isaiah 50:6 beaten, beard pulled out,
spat upon
Isaiah 53:3 Messiah despised, forsaken,
sorrowful, and experienced
grief
Isaiah 53:6 world’s iniquities upon
the Messiah
Isaiah 53:8 Cut off from life (put to death)
Isaiah 53:9 buried in a rich man’s grave
Isaiah 53:10 Father’s will to put His Son
to death
Isaiah 53:10 Messiah will prolong His days
Isaiah53:11 The Servant (Messiah) to
justify the many by bearing
their sins.
Isaiah 53:12 Messiah bore people’s sin
336

Isaiah 6:10 hardening of the hearts of Israel
Isaiah 9:1-2 Light brought to Zebulun and Naphtali
Isaiah 11:1 A shoot from Jesse (David’s lineage)
Isaiah 28:16 The Corner Stone, rejected
Isaiah 29:18 The deaf to hear, the blind to see
Isaiah 42:1-4 The Messiah’s calling and ministry
Isaiah 42:1 The delight of the Father for the Son
Isaiah 42:3 not cry out, or hurt the weak
Isaiah 50:7 set His face light flint (determined)
Isaiah 53:1 message about Messiah not believed
Isaiah 53:4 carried our griefs and sorrows
Isaiah 53:4-6 put to death for the world’s sins
Isaiah 53:5 by His stripes, we are healed
Isaiah 53:7-8 Messiah, oppressed and afflicted
Isaiah 53:7 Messiah silent before accusers
Isaiah 53:8 Messiah died for the sins of His people
Isaiah 53:9 no deceit in Messiah
Isaiah 53:10 Messiah’s death a guilt offering
Isaiah 53:10 Messiah will see his seed (believers)
Isaiah 53:11 Satisfaction of the Messiah
Isaiah 53:12 Messiah’s glorious future
Isaiah 53:12 Messiah’s willing death
Isaiah 53:12 Messiah among the transgressors
Isaiah 53:12 Messiah interceded for sinners
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Isaiah 55:3 Messiah to be resurrected 337
Skeptics may question what paleographic studies have been undertaken to verify the age
of these documents to claim the prophecies preceded the actual events. Nahman Avigad and
Frank M. Cross examined the documents through an alphabetic dating test by looking at the
Hebrew lettering and comparing it to other documents, including the Nash Papyrus, and the
lettering style of that age.
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Figure 4.

338

Martin G. Abegg, Jr. writes about the tests done by Cross and Avigad, noting that
paleographical analysis is precise plus the radiocarbon tests add validity to the results.
Two ranges are given in four cases (1QIaa, 4Q542, 1QS, 4Q365) due to ancient variations
in the amount of carbon 14 in the atmosphere. A calibration curve has been created based
on tree-ring studies and is used to account for these variations. For example, the present
calibration data for this period shows a rise in carbon 14 in the first half of the second
century BCE and a subsequent dip in the second half. Thus samples from either early or
338
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late in the second century would retain the same amount of carbon 14 today. Given the
nature of the dates determined for the other manuscripts, as well as the paleographic data,
the second result (in bold) is to be preferred. 339
Table 6: Radiocarbon Dates
Test
4Q208 Astronomical Enocha
1QIsaa
4Q542 Testament of Qahat ar
4Q521 Messianic Apocalypse
4Q53 Samuelc
1QS Community Rule
4Q266 Damascus Documenta
4Q213 Levia ar
4Q365 Reworked Pentateuchc
1QHa Hodayot
4Q258 Community Rule
4Q267 Damascus Documentb
1QapGen Genesis Apocryphon ar
11Q19 Temple Scroll
1QpHab Habakkuk Commentary
4Q171 Psalms Commentary

1-σ 1997 decadal calibration
167-53 BCE
341-325 BCE or 202-114 BCE
385-349 BCE or 317-208 BCE
39 BCE – 66 CE.
196 – 47 BCE
164-144 BCE or 116 BCE-50 CE
4-82 CE.
197-105 BCE
339-327 BCE or 202-112
37 BCE – 68 CE.
36 BCE – 81 CE.
168-51 BCE
47 BCE – 48 CE.
53 BCE – 21 CE.
88 – 2 BCE
29-81 CE.

Paleographic Date
225-175 BCE
125-100 BCE
125-100 BCE
125-75 BCE
150-30 BCE
100-50 BCE
100-50 BCE
50-25 BCE
50-25 BCE
30-1 BCE
30-1 BCE
30-1 BCE
30 BCE-68 CE.
1-30 CE.
1-50 CE.
not given 340

Test subjects that lie outside the expected date range of (250 - 68 CE) are likely
contaminated with a foreign substance that results in a false age. For example, 4Q542
(Qahat) is unexpectedly old. The fact that a sample tested before cleaning gave an even
older date suggests that some contaminant remains that continues to skew the results. On
the other hand, the unexpectedly young results for 4Q171 (Psalms Commentarya) are best
explained by the presence of modern contaminants.
The time span under discussion is divided into three general periods corresponding to
changes in scribal style: Archaic (250-150 BCE), Hasmonean (150-30 BCE), and
Herodian (30 BCE – 68 CE) 341
The dating of the scrolls is crucial to the apologetic approach regarding whether they
accept Messianic prophecies that fall before the first coming of Jesus. While at the same time
providing a better understanding of what is connected to the second coming of Jesus. Josephus
understood that “what incited his compatriots was an ‘ambiguous oracle’ in their sacred
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Scriptures, whereby it was understood that one from their own country would arise and rule the
world (Jewish War 6:312).” 342 Yet critical scholars are going to mention the lack of a direct
reference to a Messiah in non-biblical scrolls. However, the idea of a Messiah is seen in many of
the non-biblical scrolls:
Of these, only six, or at the most eight, scrolls actually refer to an “anointed” personage
who is to be understood as the eschatological messiah. These scrolls are the Damascus
Document (CD), the Rule of the Community (1QS), the Rule of the Congregation
(1QSa=1Q28a), the Pesher of Genesisa (4Q252), possibly Narrativea (4Q458), and the
Messianic Apocalypse (4Q521). Six scrolls refer to the “prince” or the “prince of the
congregation.” They are the Damascus Document, the Rule of Blessings (1QSb=1Q28b),
the War Scroll (1QM), the Pesher of Isaiaha (4Q161), the Rule of War (4Q285), and the
Apocryphon (4Q376). Four scrolls refer to the “branch of David.” They are the Pesher on
Isaiaha (4Q161), Florilegium (4Q174), the Pesher on Genesisa (4Q252), and the Rule of
War (4Q285). Two scrolls already mentioned refer to the “prince” as the “scepter”
(Damascus Document, Pesher of Isaiaha), alluding to Num. 24:17… Finally, there are
four scrolls that speak of a “son” who may be messianic (Florilegium, the Son of God
Scroll, the Prayer of Enosh, and Narrativea). 343
This list of Messianic references is in addition to the biblical references. Second, critics
talk about the discrepancies in the comparison between modern Hebrew translations and the
biblical scrolls. However, Professor Pinchas Shir stated that “the discrepancies are small and not
enough to change the meanings of any of the biblical passages.” 344 Therefore, what is read in
modern Hebrew is reliable when compared to a copy from the Second Temple period. The
scrolls and fragments recovered reveal a people group looking and waiting for the coming
Messiah.
The sect in Qumran, or whoever wrote the majority of the scrolls, was not a messianic
movement specifically but accepted the reality that any idea of a final victory of their enemies
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was impossible “without the leadership of the royal messiah.” 345 The writers were like most of
Israel in that the messiah was less of an eschatological figure and more of a priestly king focused
on restoring Israel physically and spiritually. However, Henry Rietz quotes J.J. Collins with a
different conclusion about Qumran: “A movement or community might also be apocalyptic if it
were shaped to a significant degree by a specific apocalyptic tradition, or if its worldview could
be shown to be similar to that of the apocalypse in a distinctive way. The Essene movement and
Qumran community would seem to qualify on both accounts.” 346
Scholars have contrasting opinions about which sect wrote the majority of the
scrollswhether Essenes, Zealots, Jerusalem priests, or other unknown groupsbut agree that
whoever wrote the Second Temple period scrolls did not have a well-defined eschatology. Most
scholars also agree on the importance the writers placed on holy living. The scrolls reveal a
people driven by “ethical and ontological dualisms of good and evil, or, in the language of the
community, of the forces of ‘light’ ( )אוֹרand ‘darkness (� ֶ)חשׁ.” 347 The light and dark concepts are
346F

imagery used by the zealots. A strict code of living was an essential part of Essenes’ daily lives
and was crucial to assure that heaven and earth, at least the part they controlled, were aligned.
An apologist can look at the continued Messianic overtones throughout the different
scrolls and fragments and see a people looking for victory from the works of the anointed prince,
branch of David, son, and Messiah. Whatever the name, the belief resonated throughout the
works. In a debate, the Messianic imagery is pervasive and must be willingly accepted as
“Before our Common Era” imagery allowing it to be placed against the life of Jesus.
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Rosetta Stone (Appendix A-15)
The Rosetta Stone was discovered in 1799 by one of Napoleon’s army officers,
Lieutenant P.F.X. Bouchard, while he was reconnoitering near the village of Rosetta on the left
bank of the Nile River. The French retained possession of it until they surrendered to the British,
at which time the British moved it to its new home in the British Museum. Scholars differ on the
stone and the languages contained on it. Some consider it a trilingual and others a bilingual
source since the second language is a variation of the first. David Graves writes, “The tablet
contains two languages: Egyptian hieroglyphics, (top 14 lines) with an Egyptian shorthand script
called Demotic (Gr. ‘people of the town,’ middle 32 lines), and Koine Greek (bottom 54
lines). 348 Scholars could read the Koine Greek and thus decipher the Egyptian and Demotic.”
However, the earliest attempts to decipher the stone were suspended because people believed the
Egyptian hieroglyphics were mystic symbols.
The French made a copy of the inscriptions on the stone before they surrendered it to the
British, and the first real breakthrough came in 1802 with the work of French scholar A. I.
Silvestre de Sacy and a Swedish diplomat Jean David Akerblad. They were able to decipher
proper names in the Greek and match them to the Demotic text. 349 The work was furthered by an
accomplished linguist, Thomas Young.
[Young] discovered that the royal name, the first to be deciphered, was King Ptolemy,
where Young discovered how the names were written within ovals called cartouches, and
worked out from these a phonetic alphabet. In 1814, he established the way in which the
birds and animals in the pictorial script face. Difficulty came when he failed to recognize
that the Demotic and Hieroglyphic were paraphrases and not literal translations. 350
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The writings were in a more common vernacular and not in a formal, literal translation. The
work was then furthered by a Frenchman, Jean-Francois Champollion:
He compared Young’s hieroglyph for “Ptolemy” on the Rosetta Stone with a newly
discovered (1819) obelisk from an Egyptian temple near Aswan, which contained the
names of Ptolemy and Cleopatra in Greek. He was able to isolate the cartouche for
Cleopatra and, working from this, to decipher other royal names. Finally, in 1822, at the
age of 32, he announced triumphantly that he had solved the riddle of the hieroglyphics.
To the surprise of many scholars, but signs with phonetic value—they formed a readable
language! Therefore, because of the discovery of the Rosetta Stone, the hidden secrets of
Egyptian language and through it ancient Egypt’s history, religion, and culture was
opened to the world. 351
The work on the Rosetta Stone has advanced scholarship in ancient linguistics
tremendously. The Egyptians were consumed with recording their history and connecting it with
the people groups they encountered or captured. Unlocking the Rosetta Stone is one of the most
important linguistic discoveries. It has allowed a better understanding of ancient Greek and
deeper insight into the Septuagint and extrabiblical sources recorded in ancient Greek.
Apologetically, the Rosetta Stone is an invaluable resource for understanding a handful
of the ancient languages connected to events in the Bible. Skeptics will question the
interpretation of ancient languages, but the Rosetta Stone gives the apologist a solid foundation
to explain one of the key factors on which the linguistic work was deciphered. The Greek of the
Septuagint is important because it brings the Bible into a common language. It also helps verify
the text, as much of the New Testament was originally written in Koine Greek.
Critical scholars and skeptics may question miracles and the deity of Jesus. However,
they cannot doubt the text in which the deeds and divinity are recorded. The Rosetta Stone is a
historical wonder, as it provides interpretations of the Egyptian hieroglyphics and the long
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relationship between Egypt and Israel. The importance of this artifact cannot be understated in
the linguistics of both the Old and New Testament.
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CHAPTER 8: NEW TESTAMENT FINDS
New Testament scholars have dealt with the issues of miracles and discrepancies in the
New Testament for centuries. Yet as the world grows more cynical, the words of the New
Testament come under greater scrutiny. Still, discoveries continue to be made that speak to the
historical-geographical setting of the New Testament.
Archaeological data has helped limit the critical theories that dismiss the New Testament
as mythological; instead, the data has placed the biblical text squarely within a historical
framework. Discoveries such as the Pool of Siloam (John 9) and the Pool of Bethesda
(John 5:2), the Temple Mount, the Mount of Olives; inscriptions of the names of various
biblical rulers such as Tiberius, Pontius Pilate, Herod, Quirinius (Luke 2:2), Gallio (Acts
18:12), Sergius Paulus (Acts 13:6-7), and Erastus (Romans 16:23); and Emperor
Claudius’s expulsion of the Jews from Rome (Acts 18:2) continue to be facts that keep
the New Testament anchored in a historical-geographical setting. No longer can the
fertile imaginations and theories of critical scholars run unchecked by the archaeological
data. 352
The remainder of this chapter examines artifacts that have a direct connection to the New
Testament to directly confront the theories of critical scholars. Some of the artifacts are
mentioned in the Bible; others provide insight into concepts found in the Scriptures or the
translations of the Scriptures themselves. These biblical messages or tools to use in biblical
studies are all artifacts that an apologist might use to help lay a foundation in an apologetic
discussion. Apologetics goes beyond the Bible and uses anthropomorphic properties of the
artifacts to connect humanity with the divine.
Crucified Feet and Ossuary (Appendix A-16)
The Roman cross as a fatal punishment has not been doubted as a historical fact by most
scholars, whether religious or not; the concept of crucifixion is accepted without push back from
scholars or the general public.
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Archaeology reveals that crucifixion probably began with the Phoenicians (around the
tenth century BC), was adopted by the Assyrians as a form of torture known as impaling
(see the Lachish relief), but was most perfected by the Romans, who chose it as a method
of execution for state criminals. Both the army of Spartacus, as well as some 800
Pharisees, were recorded put to death in Jerusalem by crucifixion. Yet despite widespread
references to its practice in ancient literature such as the Dead Sea Scrolls, the writings of
Josephus, the Talmud, various Roman annals, and the New Testament, no material
evidence of a crucified victim had ever been found in the Holy Land until 1968. It was
then that the remains of a crucified man from Giv’at ha-Mivtar, a northern suburb of
Jerusalem, were discovered in an ossuary from near the time of Jesus. 353
The important artifact demonstrating the cruelty of crucifixion was an ankle bone still pierced
with a seven-inch-long nail and attached to a piece of wood. The significance of this artifact
makes it one of the most important archaeological finds capable of shedding true historical light
on Jesus’s crucifixion as recorded in the Bible.
The second key element is the fact that it was found at all. Skeptics have claimed that all
crucified bodies were thrown into a common grave and not given the dignity of a proper burial.
However, the discovery of the crucified bones in an ossuary puts that theory to rest. Here a
family was allowed to take back the body and place it in a family tomb to perform all of the
traditional rites that accompanied the dead during Jewish history. The ossuary is vital to the
validity of Jesus being taken by some of his disciples and placed in Joseph of Arimathea’s tomb
(Matthew 27:60), where he was given a traditional burial.
After this, Joseph of Arimathea, who was a disciple of Jesus—but secretly because of his
fear of the Jews—asked Pilate that he might remove Jesus’s body. Pilate gave him
permission; so he came and took his body away. 39 Nicodemus (who had previously come
to him at night) also came, bringing a mixture of about seventy-five pounds of myrrh and
aloes. 40 They took Jesus’s body and wrapped it in linen cloths with the fragrant spices,
according to the burial custom of the Jews. 41 There was a garden in the place where he
was crucified. A new tomb was in the garden; no one had yet been placed in it. 42 They
placed Jesus there because of the Jewish day of preparation and since the tomb was
nearby. John 19:38–42
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The crucified foot discovered through a proper burial gives weight to John’s account of
the burial of Jesus. Those crucified with the means to have a proper burial were given that
opportunity. Here, archaeology has proven the common grave theory to be false. Jesus had
disciples with the means to request his body and provide a traditional Jewish burial.
Apologetically, when skeptics and critical scholars address the resurrection, they speak of
different theories such as the disciples stealing the body, the swoon theory, and the common
grave theory. Jesus was not in the grave because he had been thrown into a common grave and
buried with the common criminals. However, the crucified feet found in an ossuary set a
precedent for the bodies of crucified victims to be given back to family and friends if requested.
Jesus would not have been thrown into a common grave for this reason.
There was a good and righteous man named Joseph, a member of the Sanhedrin, 51 who
had not agreed with their plan and action. He was from Arimathea, a Judean town, and
was looking forward to the kingdom of God. 52 He approached Pilate and asked for
Jesus’s body. 53 Taking it down, he wrapped it in fine linen and placed it in a tomb cut
into the rock, where no one had ever been placed., 54 It was the preparation day, and the
Sabbath was about to begin. 55 The women who had come with him from Galilee
followed along and observed the tomb and how his body was placed. 56 Then they
returned and prepared spices and perfumes. And they rested on the Sabbath according to
the commandment. Luke 23:50–56
There were family and followers with the influence and means to properly bury the body and
place Jesus’s body through the steps of a proper Jewish burial. The crucified foot is an
instrumental archaeological artifact capable of debunking theories contrary to the biblical
account of the burial of Jesus. The results give an apologist the ability to avoid getting stuck in a
debate on the burial and to move directly to defending the resurrection of Jesus from the tomb.
Pool of Siloam (Appendix A-17)
The Pool of Siloam is not only important to Christians because of what happened in John
9, where Jesus heals a blind man. For scholars and archaeologists alike, the pool can mark where
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the spiritual or biblical meets the historical and geographical setting of a specific event from the
Bible regarding Jesus. Fortunately, the pool was found by excavators digging in 2004–2005
while refurbishing a sewer line between the southern end of the city of David and an existing
orchard. The excavation revealed three sets of descending steps:
In 2005, city workers excavating in the vicinity of the Gihon Spring accidentally
unearthed the steps to the Pool of Siloam. Archaeologists have revealed that its shape is a
trapezoid pool… surrounded by three descending sets of five stairs each. Ancient coins
and masonry found at the site confirm this location as the first-century Pool of Siloam
mentioned in John 9:7 as the place where Jesus healed the man born blind. 354
Ronny Reich and Eli Shukron took over the excavation and identified it through material
evidence as the Second Temple Pool of Siloam. The pool is in the correct place and time needed
to corroborate the biblical account.
The steps in the earlier pool were plastered. Coins of Alexander Jannaeus (103-76 BC)
were found in that context, indicating that the pool was likely constructed in the late
Hasmonean / early Herodian period and repaved later. Excavators also found coins dated
to years 2, 3, and four of the First Jewish Revolt. In other words, it was a functioning
pool as the gospel events unfolded in Jerusalem. 355
Nowhere outside of Scripture are the miraculous events of John 9 directly corroborated.
However, Jesus is accused of doing the miraculous (sorcery). In the Babylonian Talmud, a
collection of Jewish rabbinical writings from as early as AD 70-200, the most significant
reference to Jesus from this period states: On the eve of the Passover, Yeshu was hanged. For
forty days before the execution took place, a herald...cried, "He is going forth to be stoned
because he has practiced sorcery and enticed Israel to apostasy." 356 Here, no particular miracle is
mentioned, but only that Jesus did miraculous things (practiced sorcery) and that his deeds drew
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others away from Judaism. The Babylonian Talmud is referring to Jesus’s life as a whole, but the
wording speaks to a trait that is practiced more than once and was frequent enough to connect to
his character.
Apologetically, there are three pools of Siloam: one connected to the first temple period
undiscovered at the time of this work, the Second Temple period pool discovered in 2004–2005
connected to the events of Jesus, and a Byzantine pool built in the fifth century by the Byzantine
empress Eudocia at the end of Hezekiah’s Tunnel to commemorate the miracle that took place
there. 357 Atheists working from old data will argue that the Pool of Siloam is from the Byzantine
period, but scholars and archaeologists both agree with Reich and Shukron that the 2004–2005
pool is the pool from the Second Temple period and the time of Jesus.
The miracle of John 9 is not specifically referenced in early writings outside the biblical
account, but the place has been identified, and Jesus’s ability to do miraculous things (practiced
sorcery) has been corroborated by enemy attestation. On the apologetic archaeological grid, the
physical evidence can be placed on the archaeological side while the biblical account, as well as,
the Babylonian Talmud’s reference to miraculous things (practiced sorcery) is placed on the
other side to judge how the event can be placed in a position of high probability, if not an
accepted fact.
Pool of Bethesda (Appendix A-18)
The Pool of Bethesda has been a curious and difficult archaeological site due to the
continued construction layers resting on top of one another. However, as a part of Charles
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Warren’s excavation of Jerusalem in the 1860s, he uncovered part of the Pool of Bethesda, and
excavations have continued in stages over the centuries.
For hundreds of years, people believing the pool did not exist read this text symbolically
and theologically. ‘Bethesda’ means ‘house of mercy’ and was interpreted to be a symbol
for the mercy Jesus showed the disabled man. ‘Five porticoes’ symbolized the Pentateuch
(Five Books of Moses), since there has not been found a pentagon (5-sided structure) in
antiquity. And what the Pentateuch could not do, Jesus will do. Verse 8 reads, “Jesus said
to him, ‘Stand up!’” – providing a beautiful explanation of what Jesus does. Spiritually
speaking, he makes people upright! 358
Specifically, John 5:2-3 tells of a pool located by the Sheep Gate that had five porches where the
sick and lame would wait for the stirring of the waters so they might be healed. The passage tells
of Jesus healing a lame man who had been afflicted for 38 years.
Excavations in the 1800s uncovered such a pool, with remains that indicate it had several
porches (porticoes), twin pool areas, and was fed by an underground water and lock
(gate) system, which would result in the waters being disturbed on occasion. Eusebius
mentions the Sheep Pool in the fourth century; this most likely refers to the Pool of
Bethesda. 359
Archaeological excavations have been carried out in the northeast quadrant of Jerusalem’s Old
City based upon literary evidence in Josephus (War 2.15.5 §328) and Eusebius (Onomasticon
58.21–26). The Copper Scroll text discovered in 1947 at Qumran also describes a hidden treasure
“in the Bet ‘Eshdatayin (pool precinct) in the pool at the entrance to its smaller basin” (3Q15
11.12). 360 Excavations have revealed sections of two massive pools, covered colonnades, and a
segment of Herodian steps in the general area described in John 5 and in Josephus’ writings.
Rather than a pentagon shape, the five porticoes mentioned in John 5 surrounded the pools on the
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north, south, east, and west, with the fifth portico dividing the two pools east to west. Shimon
Gibson has classified the pool as a mikvah due to several reasons.
The first clue that what we see today is a mikveh is that steps in the southern pool extend
across its entire width. Such steps allowed large numbers of individuals to undergo ritual
bathing at the same time. Wide steps like those at Bethesda never occur in reservoirs
since they considerably diminish the capacity of the pool…Another clear indication that
the southern pool is a mikveh is that the steps are interspersed with landings. Three sets
of steps and landings lead down to the bottom of the pool. After an initial landing, there
are four steps, followed by another landing and three steps, then a landing and a final two
steps leading onto the floor of the pool. The landings (simply broader steps) allow a
person room to stand comfortably while immersing. As the water level within the pool
gradually dropped from time to time, the bathers would descend farther to immerse
themselves.
Understanding the purpose of the pool helps with the validity of what the Gospel of John is
describing, helping unveil precisely what had happened. The surviving literary records, such as
the Copper Scroll, the writings of Josephus and Tacitus, and the New Testament refer to the
water systems of Jerusalem, but only John specifically mentions the Pool of Bethesda. That is to
say, no other literary record apart from John and the Copper Scroll appears to have been aware of
the pools, which were likely destroyed by the Romans in AD 70. This is especially important
apologetically because John is the only one of the gospel writers that claim to have been an
eyewitness. Luke interviews the eyewitnesses (Luke 1:1-4), but John actually claims to have
been an eyewitness to the miracles of Jesus (John 1:14; 19:35; 21:24-25).
Therefore, the story in John 5 361 is not a later creation of Christology but a real historical
event that took place in a real time at a real place. This is how John knew the details about the
pool, its name, its function, the age of the disabled man, and the fact he was lying on a mat. All
of these incredible details of the account attest to the eyewitness testimony of John, thereby
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adding to the credibility of its author and the early date of its authorship. John was writing about
this pool a mere two decades after its destruction if, as believed, the Gospel of John is dated to
around 90 A.D.
Apologetically, like the Pool of Siloam, the Pool of Bethesda is verifiable by
archaeology. Few scholars argue as to the location of the pool spoken about in John 5. Some may
argue about the purpose of the pool, but most scholars and archaeologists have settled on a
mikveh as the pool’s purpose. The question is how to use the theological overtones to confirm an
actual event from history. Like the mention in the Babylonian Talmud concerning the Pool of
Siloam, Jesus is accused of miraculous things (practiced sorcery). Now, with the theological
overtones mentioned concerning the Pool of Bethesda, one finds a true blend of the physical
evidence and the spiritual message. The apologist does not need to shy away from the account
because an angel did not stir the waters but because, instead, they were disturbed by a lock and
gate system. The Bible merely mentioned the superstition about an angel touching the water,
which does not confirm that belief. In fact, Jesus does not call the man toward the water but
instead calls the man to walk at his mere words.
The Pool of Siloam and the Pool of Bethesda are two confirmed archaeological finds that,
when placed next to the Jewish testimony of the Babylonian Talmud, make two strong
arguments for the miracles and, therefore, by extension, the deity of Jesus. The apologist can use
these archaeological finds as markers to explore John’s firsthand eyewitness account of these
events. Each pool has a wonderful message, but together, they make a powerful ally in an
apologetic argument.

187

John Rylands Papyrus (Appendix A-19)
The John Rylands Library records that the gospel of John fragment was part of a
selection of papyri purchased on behalf of the John Rylands Library by Bernard P. Grenfell
during a trip to Egypt in 1920. Grenfell, along with his friend and colleague Arthur S. Hunt, had
been excavating papyri in Egypt since the early 1890s for the Egypt Exploration Society and
other institutions. Eventually, the gospel of John fragment was identified by the papyrologist
Colin H. Roberts in 1935 while he was preparing the third volume of the Catalogue of Greek and
Latin Papyri in the John Rylands Library. Recognizing the importance of the manuscript, he
immediately published a description and transcription of the fragment. 362
The Rylands fragment (P52, Gr.P.457) has the distinct honor of being the oldest copy of
any piece of the New Testament. The Alexandrian fragment is of John’s gospel,
containing parts of five verses from John 18:31-33, 37-38. It was discovered in Egypt
among the Oxyrhynchus collection and dates back to the early days of the second century
AD, most likely between 117-138 or even earlier. It is composed on papyrus and its
origin is clearly from a codex, thus indicating to many paleographers that New Testament
codices did indeed exist in the first century AD. 363
Roberts’s discovery and later interpreting of the papyrus containing John’s words is a
significant find in and of itself, but since the piece contains the words of Jesus and Pilate, its
significance reaches a new, higher level. The verses reveal the discussion Jesus had with Pilate
on the nature of truth.
The front of the fragment connects to John 18:31-33.
ΟΙ ΙΟΥΔΑΙ ΗΜΕ
ΟΥΔΕΝΑ ΙΝΑ Ο Λ
ΠΕΝ ΣΗΜΑΙΝΩ
ΘΝΗΣΚΕΙΝ ΙΣ
ΡΙΟΝ Ο Π
ΚΑΙ ΕΙΠ
ΑΙΩ 364
362
363
364

“How Was the Fragment Discovered?,” John Rylands Research Institute and Library, (n.d.)
Holden and Geisler, The Popular Handbook of Archaeology and the Bible, 112.
Christopher Tuckett, “P52 and Nomina Sacra,” New Testament Study 47 (2001): 544–48.

188

the Jew For us
anyone This was to
to show
die. So P ent
and sai
ew
…said to him the Jews, For us it is not lawful
to put to death anyone. This was to fulfill the word
that Jesus had spoken to show by what kind of
death he was going to die, So Pilate entered his headquarters
again and called Jesus and said to him
Are you the King of the Jews?
On the back of the fragment are some of the words from John 18:37-38.
ΥΤΟ ΓΕΓΕΝΝΗΜΑΙ
ΣΜΟΝ ΙΝΑ ΜΑΡΤΥΕΚ ΤΗΣ ΑΛΗΘΕIΛΕΓΕΙ ΑΥΤΩ
ΑΙ ΤΟΥΤΟ
ΤΟΥΣ ΙΕΜΙ 365
his purpose I w s born
orld – to bea
of the truth
said to him
this
the Je
no
that I am a King. For this purpose I was born and
I have come into the world- to bear witness to the
truth. Everyone who is of the truth listens
to my voice. Pilate said to him, what is truth?
After he had said this he went
back outside to the Jews and
told them, I find no guilt in him.
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The inscription carrying the words of Jesus is an amazing find. Archaeologists have
allowed biblical scholars access to an artifact containing a pivotal conversation between Jesus
and Pilate. The power of having such an artifact is that it dates to no more than two generations
approximately 50 years from John himself.
Apologetically, the John Rylands fragment is a significant artifact for biblical
scholarship. The dating of the fragment records a crucial conversation between Jesus and Pilate
when people would still be living when John, an eyewitness to the events surrounding the
conversation, was writing his gospel. Critical scholars will look for issues and try to question the
dating of the fragment since the dating was confirmed based on the grammar and not on the age
of the papyrus. However, Peter Van Minnen wrote about P52 and the date of other old
manuscripts.
Even within the period that runs from c. AD 100-300, it is possible for paleographers to
be more specific on the relative date of the papyrus manuscripts of the New Testament.
For about sixty years now, a tiny papyrus fragment of the Gospel of John has been the
oldest "manuscript" of the New Testament. This manuscript (P52) has generally been
dated to ca. AD 125. This fact alone proved that the original Gospel of John was written
earlier, viz. in the first century AD, as had always been upheld by conservative scholars.
We now have early and very early evidence for the text of the New Testament. A
classified list of the most important manuscripts will make this clear. Numbers preceded
by a P refer to papyri, the letters refer to parchment manuscripts.
Table 7: Dating the Oldest New Testament Manuscripts
ca. AD.
Matthew
Mark
Luke
John
Acts
Romans-Hebrews
James-Jude
Apocalypse

200

250

P66
P46

300
P45
P45
P4, P45, P75
P45,P75
P45
P47
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350

450

B
B
B
B
B
B
P72, B

Sin.
Sin.
Sin.
Sin.
Sin.
Sin.
Sin.
Sin.

A
A
A
A
A
A
A

As you can see, from the fourth century onwards, the material base for establishing the
text of the Greek New Testament is very good indeed. The manuscripts Sin. (Sinaiticus),
A (Alexandrinus) and B (Vaticanus) are almost complete parchment manuscripts. With
the help of the earlier papyrus manuscripts we have been able to establish that the texts of
these three great manuscripts are to a large extent reliable. The papyrus manuscript P75
was the latest to be published, but it showed a virtually identical text to manuscript B.
This settled the vexed question whether we have in the parchment manuscripts of the
fourth and fifth centuries a safe guide to the original text of the New Testament. 366
The fragments and manuscripts listed above strengthen the reliability of P52 due to their
own dating. These older but still early artifacts are dated like P52 by their grammar and the
materials used in making them. The codex fragments give apologists enough material to assign a
high probability to the validity to the truth of the New Testament. While there are those who
believe that a fragment from the book of Mark has been found and could date earlier than the
John Rylands fragment, there has been no confirmation of this belief to date.
Archaeology is continually making new discoveries of codex fragments, increasing the
data available to the apologist. While many of these fragments are amazing finds in and of
themselves, they add great weight as a whole. However, the words captured on P52, along with its
dating, make it the most significant codex find to date. Today, critics must give ground when it
comes to the historical reliability of the New Testament. The ability to argue from the strength of
this position gives the apologist solid ground from which to speak of the miracles of Jesus.
Nazareth Inscription (Appendix A-20)
One of the most significant artifacts pointing to the resurrection of Jesus is also one of the
most controversial; it is called the Nazareth Inscription, a single edict from Caesar to stop
robbing graves or face the penalty of death. What empty grave would have caused such a
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commotion across the Roman Empire that an edict preventing such an act would need to be
written?
In twenty-two lines of Greek, the text of the Nazareth Inscription presents an edict of an
unnamed Roman emperor imposing severe punishment for the disturbance of tombs and
corpses. The inscription reads: “Edict of Caesar. It is my pleasure that graves and tombs
which anyone has prepared as a pious service for forebears, children, or members of his
household are to remain forever unmolested. But if any person shows that another either
has destroyed them, or in any other way has cast forth the persons buried there, or with
malicious deception has transferred the bodies elsewhere to the dishonor of the dead, or
has removed the inscribed or other stones, I command an action to be instituted against
such person, protecting the pious services of men, just as if they were concerned with the
gods. For it shall be by far more proper to do honor to the dead. No one whatsoever shall
be permitted to remove them. If anyone does so, however, it is my will that he shall suffer
capital punishment on the charge of desecration of graves.” 367, 368
A marble tablet housed in the French National Library, measuring approximately 23.5 in. x 14.8
in. x 2.4 in., has drawn significant attention. The Nazareth Inscription (or Nazareth Tablet) has
been studied for the probable archaeological evidence relating to the biblical accounts of Christ’s
resurrection. The potential connection to Christianity has made this tablet a significant and
controversial discovery. Wilhelm Froehner acquired it in 1878, which, unfortunately, was before
archaeologists carefully documented their finds. Froehner’s notes about the tablet only state that
it was “sent from Nazareth.”
So, is it really connected to the empty grave of Jesus or some other high-profile grave
inside the Roman Empire? A team of scientists has determined, “The stable isotope enrichment
in 13C and substantial depletion in 18O provide a unique signature allowing the confident and
unexpected identification of the upper quarry of the Greek island of Kos as the source of the
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marble….It is proposed that the edict was issued by Caesar Augustus in response to the
desecration of the grave of a famous tyrant from Kos named Nikias.” 369 The team of scientists
took shavings off the back of the tablet to make their determination. They conclude that since the
marble originated in Kos that it must be about a situation in this modern Turkish island. Yet their
study did very little with the inscription itself. There was no consideration given to the grammar
and style of the Greek language used in the inscription or where that language might have been
used, except:
The law presented in the text was unambiguously an imperial edict (=διάταγμα in
Greek; Mason, 1974). In contrast to rescripts, by which the emperor responded to
individuals in private cases, edicts were public enactments with general force. The text
bears obvious signs of having been translated from Latin into Greek, with a number of
phrases drawn from commonplace expressions or technical language in Roman law (for
example, “It is my pleasure” = mihi placet; “malicious deception” = dolo malo). The text
of the edict divides into two parts. The first uses the past tense and concerns acts of
desecration that have already occurred; these were to be punished as crimes of a public
nature, assimilated to offenses against the gods (Giovannini and Hirt, 1999). In the
second part of the text, the future tense refers to any further acts of tomb violation and
unambiguously threatens capital punishment for the profanation of tombs.
In the ancient world, the violation or robbery of tombs was a major concern for both
private individuals and public authorities (Metzger, 1980). Often, curses were used to
deter those who might desecrate a burial site. At some point in the Roman Empire, the
violation of a tomb became a public crime, probably with the very edict represented in
the Nazareth Inscription (Rebillard, 2009). At present, there is no consensus as to the
impetus behind the edict’s enactment, and opinion has remained divided between the two
alternatives already proposed by the very first editor of the text, Franz Cumont (1930).
He suggested that the law could have been part of the general restoration of religion,
morals, and social order by the first emperor, Augustus, but he also allowed that the edict
might reflect the controversy prompted by early Christian claims of the resurrection. The
latter interpretation would be bolstered if the inscription had genuine connections with
Galilee, as suggested by Froehner’s exiguous note attributing the stone’s origins to
Nazareth. 370
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The group of scientists studying the tablet commented on the language being a translation
from Latin to Greek, noting the phraseology used in the edict. Using those translational
fragments, they looked at two possible conclusions, including Froehner’s statement that it came
from Nazareth. If the science used in locating the marble leads to the other conclusion and
Romans are worried about the moral issue of grave robbing across the empire, then Harper and
his team have already contradicted their first conclusion, namely, that they were dealing with an
isolated incident on the island of Kos where the marble was mined. Thus, two conclusions
remain in the debate: a large-scale moral issue of grave robbing not for jewels but for the bodies,
or Froehner’s statement that the artifact was found in Israel, specifically, in Nazareth.
The marble has led scientists to draw a conclusion in direct conflict with Froehner’s notes
that the stone came from Nazareth. The edict also mentions sepulchral stones, which are
primarily found in Israel. Harper’s study relied upon Pharr’s translation of the Nazareth
Inscription, which translated these words as “inscribed or other stones.” There is no debate about
the meaning of λίθους (lithous, “stones”). However, the Greek word translated by Pharr as
“inscribed” is from κάτοχος (katachos), but the LSJ lexicon proposes that κάτοχος means
something like “holding down,” and its primary usage is about sepulchral stones. The lexicon
even lists the Nazareth Inscription as one of the examples. In fact, none of the definitions in LSJ
have anything to do with something that is “inscribed.” 371
Pharr made a curious statement acknowledging the decree’s strong correlation to Jesus.
He stated, “In any case, if the document belongs to the reign of Augustus, it helps to explain the
consternation of the disappearance of Christ from his tomb.” 372 The “consternation” that arose
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over the disappearance of Christ from his tomb leaves the scholar with a high probability that the
imperial edict about the moving of bodies from a tomb is most likely connected to the events of
Jesus’s resurrection. “It can be read as an imperial edict against the apostles stealing Christ’s
body from His tomb and faking his resurrection. It is also very similar to the Jewish high priest’s
version of the resurrection of Christ found in Matthew 28:11-15. “His disciples stole His body
from His tomb and faked His resurrection.” 373 The high probability of a connection to Jesus
comes from the spreading of the word of Jesus’s resurrection by missionaries like Paul, followed
by an immediate response from the Jewish high priest accusing the disciples of stealing Jesus’s
body. No empty tomb rippled consternation through the Roman Empire like that of Jesus.
There are several good reasons to believe that Claudius, who ruled from AD 41- 54,
issued this edict. Clyde Billington observed that several words and phrases in the Nazareth
Inscription are similar to the terminology used in other rescripts of Claudius’ edicts. 374 In
addition to placing the edict in the correct period, “the Greek word ‘edict’ (diatagma) used in
line one of the Nazareth Inscription may suggest to modern readers some sort of imperial legal
process. The fact of the matter is that the Nazareth Inscription is almost certainly a rump or
abridged version of an imperial rescript. A rescript was a letter of response sent by the emperor
to an imperial official who had earlier written a letter to him about some problem.” 375 There is a
high probability that the original request came from a Jewish or Roman official in Israel and that
it resulted in the edict being sent to Israel, ultimately to be found in Nazareth.
Apologetically, efforts to discredit the Nazareth Inscription have focused on the scientific
determination of where the marble came from, though it would have been an export material of
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Kos to places like Israel. Others have worked on the translation and found little evidence to
discredit the tablet. The critical scholars make statements offering two options, with one always
being the conservative response that Froehner was truthful in his assertion that the artifact came
from Israel, thereby placing it squarely in the middle of the chaos caused by the empty tomb of
Jesus. The apologist has Billington’s translation showing that the wording compares to other
edicts sent out by Emperor Claudius and also noting the translation of the word λίθους (lithous,
“stones”) in reference to a sepulchral stone found in the burial practices of Israel. The artifact
dates to the correct time. Its wording is consistent with events taking place in Israel, and the
phraseology speaks to a former event that caused enough consternation that a warning was given
to ward off future episodes of robbing graves for the bodies. The edict was not about stealing
jewels out of graves but the robbing of bodies. The evidence seems to point to an empty grave
event in Israel big enough that Pharisees begged Roman soldiers to lie (Matthew 28:12-15) and
then watched the news of the empty tomb spread across the Roman Empire, eventually requiring
a response from Caesar himself.
Critical scholars are going to point to the science of Harper and his team in pinpointing
the origin of the marble. The apologist must not get caught up in such a secondary argument and
must remain focused on the text as that is what will draw the critics into the primary issues about
the tablet. Once the agreement is focused on the primary issues of Greek grammar and
phraseology, then the conservative scholar can move the artifact closer to speaking about the
resurrection of Jesus. Gary Habermas stated that once someone can prove the resurrection of
Jesus beyond a reasonable doubt, then apologetics is a downhill battle. 376 The Nazareth
Inscription is a powerful artifact in the discussion of Jesus’s resurrection.
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Temple Mount (Appendix A-21)
With these words, the single most important place in the world was built. “Then Solomon
began to build the LORD’s temple in Jerusalem on Mount Moriah where the LORD had appeared
to his father David, at the site David had prepared on the threshing floor of Ornan the Jebusite.”
2 Chronicles 3:1 The Temple Mount is the foundation of both the First and Second Temples of
Israel. Yet beyond being a significant piece of land, it is sacred to all three Abrahamic religions:
Judaism, Islam, and Christianity. To the Jews, it is known as Har HaMoriyah (“Mount Moriah”)
and Har HaBayit (“Temple Mount”); to Muslims, it is known as Haram el Sharif (“the Sacred
Noble Sanctuary”). Historically it has undergone many changes as it changed hands politically
and religiously. However, for an archaeologist and biblical scholar, the Temple Mount is the
foundational artifact as it has sat in situ and been visible from the time God told Solomon to
build Israel’s first permanent temple.
The visible foundation of today’s Temple Mount comes from the Second Temple, built
by Herod. However, there is also archaeological evidence of the first temple, which was built by
Solomon. Minimalists try to deny that a first temple ever existed and consider it a part of the
fabricated history Israel created to feel like a strong nation. So, “lending additional support to the
existence, dating, and function of the first temple are the ‘Three Shekels’ and ‘House of God’
ostraca (clay pottery fragments).” 377
The Three Shekel ostracon surfaced on the antiquities market during the 1990s and were
authenticated as a ninth- to seventh-century receipt containing a Hebrew inscription describing
three shekels of silver being given to Solomon’s Temple. The ostraca literally states it is for “the
House (or Temple) of Yahweh (Beyt Yhwh). The House of God ostracon was found in Arad in
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the Negev among dozens of other pottery shards. The artifact is authenticated to the sixth century
BC and is addressed to Elyashib with “House of God” legible in the text. Both artifacts give a
physical realism to Solomon’s Temple.
The first building of the Second Temple was built by Zerubbabel. It was finished in the
sixth year of the reign of King Darius of Persia 515 BC. The Temple would serve as a
centerpiece for life in Israel and would define the Jews in good times, when they ruled over
themselves, and bad times, when nations like Greece ruled over them.
Hanukkah, which means “dedication” in Hebrew has multiple spellings, and other names,
such as Festival of Lights. Hanukkah is a Jewish festival commemorating the retaking of the
Temple and Jerusalem from the Greeks by the Maccabees, a makeshift army of Jewish zealots.
Hanukkah became a new national festival to add to Passover, Unleavened Bread, First Fruits,
Pentecost, Trumpets, Day of Atonement, Purim, and Booths or Tabernacles. Hanukkah
celebrates the miracle of the oil not running out in the Temple.
According to the Talmud, when Judas Maccabeus entered the Temple, he found only a
small jar of oil that had not been defiled by Antiochus. The jar contained only enough oil to burn
for one day, but miraculously, the oil burned for eight days until new consecrated oil could be
found, establishing the precedent that the festival should last eight days. The early date for this
story, or at least the practice of lighting eight candles, is confirmed by the debate of the firstcentury AD scholars Hillel and Shammai. A candelabra, called a menorah, was used in Jewish
religious services. Originally, the menorah had seven branches representing the days of creation
and was a design shown by God to Moses on Mt. Sinai. Since that time, such a menorah has
adorned temple sanctuaries. The Talmud now speaks of Israelites lighting a nine-branch menorah
at Hanukkah to symbolize the eight days that oil lasted in the Temple. The timing of this
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transition is important because the artifact revealing the design declared by God to be present in
the temple—the seven-branch menorah—is pictured as spoils of war captured by Titus in a relief
in the Arch of Titus in ancient Rome, where it has come to symbolize the Jewish diaspora. The
arch was built by Emperor Domitian, the brother of Titus, who had it constructed to
commemorate the victories of Titus, including the one over Israel in 70 AD.
Between the time of the Maccabees and the Roman destruction of the Second Temple,
the structure was enlarged by Herod the Great, who was not a natural Jew but was made king
over Israel by Rome. Herod, wanting to ingratiate himself with Israel while also securing his
legacy, doubled the size of the Temple, making it the largest known man-made building of its
time. 378 Herod proposed to renovate the temple in 20–19 BC, his reason being the post-exilic
temple was sixty cubits shorter than Solomon’s original. Finishing touches continued until AD
63. On the eastern edge of Jerusalem, just west of Gethsemane and northwest of the Kidron
Valley, sat the Temple. The dimensions of Herod’s temple court were 1,550 feet by 1,000 feet—
about 35 acres. Much of Jesus’s life, as narrated in the New Testament, unfolded in this place.
•

The eastern portico was named for King Solomon, and it was somewhere along this wall
that the twelve-year-old Jesus debated with the scholars (Luke 2:46).

•

It is possible that the highest corner of the eastern wall was where Satan took Jesus
in Matthew 4:5.

•

A balustrade—a low wall of stone posts and caps—defined the inner boundary of the
Court of Gentiles. It was this courtyard, between the balustrade and the outer walls,
where Gentiles could go to worship. It was also this court where Jesus drove out the
money changers in Matthew 21:12.
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•

It was unlawful for any Gentile to go past the balustrade, an offense punishable by death
(Acts 21:27–32).

•

Within the Court of the Gentiles, getting closer to Herod’s temple, was the Court of the
Women, accessed through the Beautiful Gate. Here were thirteen trumpet-shaped
containers for voluntary offerings. Into one of these, a widow donated her last two mites,
an act that Jesus noticed in Mark 12:41–44.

•

On the west side of the Court of the Women were fifteen steps that led up to the Gate of
Nicanor, where Mary brought the Baby Jesus at the time of His presentation (Luke 2:22–
24).

•

Inside the Temple, things were set up similarly to the Tabernacle of Moses. Beyond the
first veil was a hall containing the golden altar of incense, the golden table of showbread,
and the golden lampstand.

•

Only the high priest could go beyond the final veil to the Holy of Holies, and that only
once a year, on the Day of Atonement. The floor, walls, and ceiling of this room were
plated with gold. Because the Ark of the Covenant had been lost years before, Herod’s
temple had no furnishings in the Holy of Holies, although it is possible a stone held the
place of the ark. It was this veil, leading into the Holy of Holies, that tore from the top
down when Jesus was crucified (Matthew 27:51).

•

The Second Temple was destroyed by the Romans in AD 70, fulfilling Jesus’s words
in Mark 13:1–2. 379
After the destruction in 70 AD, the Temple Mount lay in ruins for the next 700 years,
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constructed the Dome of the Rock, built by Umayyad caliph Abd al-Malik. “Al-Malik desired to
pattern the gold-dome structure after a fourth-century AD Christian building (located on the
adjacent Mount of Olives) that was dedicated to the ascension of Christ.” 380 Underneath the
dome is a protruding rock believed to be the location from which Muhammad ascended to
heaven to see Allah and receive instruction about prayer.
Today, Muslims still control the top of the Temple Mount, and the Dome of the Rock sits
high on the Jerusalem skyline and overshadows much of ancient Jerusalem. The western wall of
the Temple Mount has many of the Herodian stones in situ from the time of the Second Temple,
and today is called the Wailing Wall, where Jews gather to pray. They gather toward the middle
of the western wall, trying to be as close to where the Holy of Holies would have been placed.
Christians gather on the steps to the southern side of the Temple.
Archaeologists have exposed 30 steps at the base of the southern Temple Mount wall that
were carved out of the natural stone ascent to the Mount. These steps, dating to the time
of Christ, were used to bring worshippers up to the double gates, where they could access
the Temple Mount platform. They are still visible today, but the visible portion represents
only a part of total width, which has been estimated to be over 200 feet. 381
Here, Jesus would have taught the crowds and shouted warnings to the Pharisees (Matthew 23).
Many of the steps have been refurbished, but some remain untouched, and Christian disciples
can sit where the disciples of Jesus sat to listen to him teach.
Lately, the Temple Mount has targeted new dating techniques looking at Wilson’s arch,
which previously had archaeological dating by different scholars to the extent of 700 years.
Wilson’s arch, what is dubbed the Great Causeway, was subjected to intensive 14C, integrating
simultaneous stratigraphic and microarchaeological analysis.
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The resolution achieved through Bayesian modeling of the dates, coupled with
stratigraphic analysis, narrowed the dating from seven centuries to two independent
stages of construction of fewer than 50 years each. The first stage was constructed based
on the radiocarbon dates, during the reign of Herod the Great, or slightly after his death.
This was an early stage in the expansion of the Temple Mount, which was initiated, but
possibly not completed by Herod the Great.... In the second stage, the arch was expanded,
creating a bridge that was 14.8 m wide, which still stands today in its original form,
accessing the Temple Mount in its final dimensions. Dating the expansion to the period
of 30–60 AD implies that the entire arch, known today as Wilson’s arch, was built before
the Great Jewish Revolt beginning in 66 AD. The expansion of the bridge in the early
part of the first century AD coincides with major building activities that were undertaken
in Jerusalem during the time of the Roman procurators. 382
Modern scientists have now confirmed the traditional dating of the Second Temple. They can
thus hand their findings over to conservative scholars, who can enjoy complete confidence
regarding the dating of the Second Temple. Skeptics can no longer hold to theories that spread
the date of the Second Temple period over 700 years, thereby completely contradicting the
biblical text. However, the conservative archaeologist or apologist can work from a specific date
inside the biblical timeline.
Apologetically, the remains of the Second Temple, sitting on the remains of the first
temple, sitting where the Tabernacle came to rest, sitting where Abraham was asked by God to
sacrifice Isaac and was spared by a substitutionary sacrifice, is the birthplace of Israel’s faith. For
Christians, the Temple Mount was integral to the life of Jesus. His bar mitzvah was at the temple,
Jesus taught in the Temple, and declared the substitutionary sacrifice for humanity as the veil
tore, revealing a new covenant of salvation.
Skeptics will grant apologists that the Temple Mount is a vital piece of Middle Eastern
religious history by trying to question certain dating issues working to separate the temple from
the life of Jesus. 383 Yet, at Jesus’s death, the veil of the Temple was torn from top to bottom.
Johanna Regev et al., “Radiocarbon Dating and Microarchaeology Untangle the History of Jerusalem’s Temple
Mount: A View from Wilson’s Arch,” PloS One 15, no. 6 (2020)
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Suddenly, the curtain of the sanctuary was torn in two from top to bottom, the earth
quaked, and the rocks were split. 52 The tombs were also opened, and many bodies of the
saints who had fallen asleep were raised. 53 And they came out of the tombs after his
resurrection, entered the holy city, and appeared to many. 54 When the centurion and those
with him, who were keeping watch over Jesus, saw the earthquake and the things that had
happened, they were terrified and said, “Truly this man was the Son of God!” Matthew
27:51–54

The Roman soldiers saw all of these things happen, including the tearing of the veil in two, and
were able to come to the personal conclusion that Jesus was the Son of God. The words of
Matthew reveal how the temple itself participated in the transition of redemption. A new
covenant was now found in an individual’s faith in Jesus Christ as the Son of God.
The Temple Mount hosted many of Jesus’s teachings and acts that revealed his character.
Beyond the miraculous deeds done in the Temple, Jesus spent much of his ministry teaching
away from the Temple. These teachings are going to be less controversial to skeptics, and many
biblical scholars have no problem granting that the historical Jesus taught amazing messages and
acted against the sin he saw in the temple. These are important because they paint the picture of
his character, and from this picture, the depths to which he would go to save others could be
measured (Philippians 2:5-11). The physical structure remaining today still speaks to the
historical Jesus and aids in establishing the character in which one could see miraculous
compassion. Add the character Jesus demonstrated to the other artifacts mentioned in this work,
and one can begin to paint a full understanding of who Jesus was and what he did for humanity.
As seen in a previous discussion about the Tanakh artifacts, archaeology has placed many
figures into history recorded outside of the Bible. The New Testament does the same thing in the
Second Temple period.
Table 8: Biblical People in Extrabiblical Sources
Person
Herod Agrippa I

Scripture Reference
Acts 12; 23:35; 25:13-26, 36
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Source
Philo, Josephus, Coin Inscription

and II

Nabatean Inscription
Beirut Museum Inscription
Tacitus

Ananias
High Priest

Acts 23:2; 24:1

Josephus

Annas
High Priest

Luke 3:2; Acts 4:6
John 18:13, 24

Josephus

Herod Antipas

Matthew 14:1-6
Mark 6:14-22; Luke 3:1
Acts 4:27; 13:1

Josephus
Coin Inscription that read “Herod the
Tetrarch”

Herod Archelaus

Matthew 2:22

Josephus

King Aretas IV
(Damascus)

2 Corinthians 11:32

Josephus
Madaba Map Inscription
Coins with Aretas bust

Caesar Augustus
(Octavius)

Luke 2:1

Priene Inscription announcing
Birthday; Coin Inscription
Funeral Inscription
(Re Gestae Divi Augusti)
Tacitus

Bernice

Acts 25:13-15

Josephus
Suetonius
Beirut Museum Inscription

Caiaphas
High Priest

Josephus
Ossuary Inscription

Emperor Claudius

Acts 11:28; 18:2

Josephus
Suetonius
Tacitus
Coin Inscription

Drusilla

Acts 24:24

Josephus
Suetonius
Tacitus

Erastus

Romans 16:13-23;
2 Timothy 4:20

Erastus Inscription at Corinth
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Marcus Antonius
Felix

Acts 23:24-26; 24; 25:14

Josephus
Suetonius
Tacitus

Porcius Festus

Acts 24:27; 25; 2624, 32

Josephus

Gallio

Acts 18:12-17

Gallio Inscription at Delphi
Pliny the Younger
Suetonius

Gamaliel

Acts 5:34; 22:3

Josephus
Jewish Mishnah, Talmud

King Herod
(Judea)

Matthew 2:1-22; Luke 1:5

Josephus
Tacitus
Coin Inscription
Herod’s Tomb at the Herodium
Latin Wine Jar Inscription
Herodian Architecture (for example:
Temple Mount, Masada, Machaerus,
the Herodian, and so on)

Herodias

Matthew 14:3; Mark 6:17

Josephus

James
Son of Mary

Acts 12:17; 21:18
Epistle of James

James Ossuary

James
Son of Zebedee

Matthew 4:21; 10:2
Mark 5:37

Josephus

Jesus
(of Nazareth)

Gospels

Josephus
Tacitus
Suetonius
Pliny the Younger
Lucian
Babylonian Talmud
Mara Bar-Serapion
Toledoth Jesu
James Ossuary Inscription
Megiddo Mosaic Floor Inscription
Alexamenos Graffito (picture)

John the Baptist

Matthew 3:1-13

Josephus
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Luke 1:7-39

Baptismal site (and steps) in Jordan
at the Jordan River

Joseph (Adoptive
Father of Jesus)

Matthew 1:20

James Ossuary

Judas the Galilean

Acts 5:37

Josephus

Lysanias

Luke 3:1

Josephus
Stone Inscription at Abila
(northern Morocco)

Herod Phillip I
(of Iturea)

Luke 3:1

Josephus

Herod Phillip II
(of Galilee)

Matthew 14:3; Mark 6:17
Luke3:19

Josephus
Coin Inscription

Pontius Pilate

Luke 23:7, 22; John 18:31

Josephus
Tacitus
Philo
Coins minted during his reign
Pilate Dedication Stone Inscription

Quirinius
(Publius Sulpicius)

Luke 2:2

Josephus
Tacitus
Res Gestae Inscription at
Antioch Pisidia

Salome
(daughter of
Herodias)

Matthew 14:6

Josephus

Sergius Paulus

Acts 13:7

Two Stone Inscriptions
(Cyprus and Rome)
L. Sergius Paulus Inscription
(Pisidian Antioch, Turkey)

Theudas

Acts 5:36

Josephus

Tiberius Caesar

Luke 3:1

Josephus
Tacitus
Suetonius
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Marcus Velleius Paterculus
Coin Inscription
Mentioned on Pilate dedication
Stone (Caesarea) 384
The number of historical records of people in the Bible shows viable historicity to the biblical
text. The extrabiblical accounts help confirm the identity of people, their positions, and their
placements relative to the apologetic message found throughout the New Testament.
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CHAPTER 9: CONCLUSION
Can archaeology speak into apologetics? Yes. While archaeology reveals much more
information about anthropology than theology, there are still piecesboth discovered and yet to
be discoveredthat are relevant to the Bible. Scholars point out that many of these pieces speak
more broadly about the ancient history of the Levant. However, once they are put together, they
show a consistency of the biblical records, and such consistency leaves the reader with greater
confidence in the Bible in its totality.
The tension between archaeology and apologetics lies in the relationship between the
truth claim that apologetics tries to defend against the physical evidence of archaeology. The
apologetics archaeology grid introduced earlier in this work allows one to place archaeology next
to the truth claims of the Bible. Based on the artifact, the needle moves across the grid to move a
truth claim from possible to highly probable or even factual—if the artifact can speak to theology
as a handful of artifacts can.
The conservative scholar who might already espouse a certain school of apologetics
might encounter limits by virtue of their particular school of apologetics. However, if one uses
the cumulative case approach to apologetics, then the limits are eliminated by the freedom to use
a wide variety of approaches, including parts of other schools of apologetics and the unique
conversation needed to convey a point to each apologetic encounter. The cumulative case needed
the biblical approach of presuppositional apologetics to see theology in archaeological artifacts.
To date, no two artifacts have been able to work together to prove a particular tenant of theology
on their own. Nevertheless, once the Bible itself becomes one of the artifacts, then a single
artifact can verify a theological point.
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Minimalists will argue against the connection of artifacts and the history of the Bible
prior to the Second Temple period. Since a closed universe (i.e., nothing outside the physical
universe exists) is the main attribute of minimalism, then the denial of the history of Israel’s
beginning is necessary for its claims. However, archaeology has been unveiling the reality of
ancient Israel through artifacts that continue to be unearthed. Archaeology allows maximalism to
stand on firmer ground.
Unique artifacts pointing to the Tanakh allow archaeologists and conservative scholars to
build viable apologetic arguments for ancient Israel. If critical scholars and minimalists can tear
apart the history of ancient Israel, then those same scholars can rebuild a people group from a
social class, rising up to become a people in place of a nation built from Abraham’s family.
Thankfully, archaeology has been able to use the relief of the military camp of Rameses II at
Kadesh (Abu Simbel) and its parallel reference to the dimensions of the Tabernacle to give
enemy attestation that Israel at least dates back to the exodus.
Archaeology has uncovered artifacts that match places described in the Bible and support
a history around the gospel accounts of Jesus. A handful of artifacts speak about Jesus directly,
interpret the account of his life and miracles, and contradict theories denying the resurrection.
While conservative scholars must acquiesce to the point that the miracles themselves cannot be
reproduced by archaeology, archaeologists can uncover the entire history surrounding a miracle,
thus giving a higher level of probability to the veracity of the miracle.
The most unique artifact for biblical studies is the Dead Sea Scrolls, which unveil a
significant number of Messianic prophecies made before Jesus’s birth. No other artifact
discovered as of to date can speak about the Messiah like the Great Isaiah Scroll, which gives the
apologist a list of Messianic prophecies originating prior to Jesus fulfilling them. Apologists can
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now use the Dead Sea Scrolls as an undisputed artifact describing the life of the Messiah. No
other artifact reveals more about the Messiah, and no other artifact speaks about the Messiah
prior to the life of Jesus.
When these arguments are placed together in an apologetic argument, they build a high
level of probable truth. Archaeology is not a biblical field; it is a scientific and historical field
that, when exercised in the context of the Levant, unveils striking artifacts that align with the
biblical accounts. The cumulative evidence from archaeology in support of the Bible offers hope
for continued success in strengthening Christian apologetics.
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Appendix A-2
Military Camp from Abu Simbel of Rameses II at Qedesh and the Tabernacle
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Appendix A-3
The Jonah Sarcophagus
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Appendix A-4
The Christogram Sarcophagus
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Appendix A-5
Amarna Letters
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Appendix A-6
Unnamed Defixio
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Appendix A-7
Merenptah Stele
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Appendix A-8
Berlin Pedestal
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Appendix A-9
Ugaritic Tablets
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Appendix A-10
Karnak Temple at Thebes: Pharaoh Shishak
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Appendix A-11
Taylor Prism
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Appendix A-12
Mesha Stele or Moabite Stone
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Appendix A-13
Tell Dan and the House of David
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Appendix A-14
Dead Sea Scrolls
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Appendix A-15
Rosetta Stone
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Appendix A-16
Crucified Foot
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Appendix A-17
Pool of Siloam
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Appendix A-18
Pool of Bethesda
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Appendix A-19
John Rylands Papyrus
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Appendix A-20
Nazareth Inscription
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Appendix A-21
Temple Mount
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